Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on Hbrary shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http : //books . google . com/| 






J 

r 



'"■'^rTTZ^'Z^/ 



1 



i 



i 



) 



< 



i 




I 



1 



i 



A N 

HISTORY* 

O F 

EARLY OPINIONS 

■ 
CONCEftNINO 

JESUS CHRIST. 

COMPILED PROM 

ORIGINAL WRITERS; 

PROVING THAT THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH WAS 

AT FIRST UNITARIAN. 

By JOSEPH PRIESTLEY, LL.D. F.R.S. 

AC. IMP. PITROP. PARIS* MO^M. TAVRfR. AURIL. MBD. 
PARU* CAVTAR. AMtRIC. IT P01LAD. tOCIOS. 

« 

V OL. n. 



VmM PfciliftplMI fCffctf %VM IB ^ftftriHtt PliiOQicti ccclt&t 

JCROM* 



BIR1CIN6HAM, 

PRIVtlD POR TMI A VTHOR» BY PIARSOW AND ROLLAIONj 
AMD lOkP BT J. JOHtf IOII» NO. 72, ST. PAVt'l 
CMVRCH*YARD» LOWDOIT. 

uBccuacxvu 



^^iT'^tr'o N T E N T S 



O P TH E 



SECOND VOLUME. 



BOOK I. 

IT^HE Hiftory of Opinions which preceded 

the Dodrine of the Divinity of Chriftt 

and which prepared the Way for it. 

[Continued.] Page i 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Cffbe Platonifm of Pbilo. ibid. 

B O O K II. 

Containing the Hiftory of the Dodrine of 
the Trinity. 23 

CHAPTER I. 

OfCbriJlUm Platonifm, ibid« 

CHAPTER II. 
Of the Generation of the Son from tbe Fa" 
tier* 44 

A 2 SEC 



iv CONTENTS. 

SECTION I. 

"The Do&rine of the Platonizing Fathtrt con^ . 
cerning the Generation of the Son, as the 
fecond Per/on in the Trinity ^^ated. Page 44 

SECTION II. 

jiutborities for this Opinion from Juftin 
Martyr to Or/gen. 53 

SECTION III. 

Autloritiei from Origen, and other JVriters 

fubfequent to him ; with an Account of other 

Attributes of the Father, befides that of 

Wijdon-^ "which Chrijl isfaidto have been. 68 

CHAPTER III. 

The Defence of tie preceding DoQrisu by the 
Fathers. ZS 

SECTION I. 

The Generation of the Son from the Father 
ilhf rated by the uttering of Words. 88 

SECTION ir. 

The Generation of the Sen from the Father 
illuflrcted ly the pr elation of a Branch of a 
Trtefrtltn the Root, Cff. ico 

4 SEC- 



CONTENTS. ▼ 

SECTION IIL 

lyby otUf one Son was generated^ the ObjeiHon 
of Generation impiying Pajfion conJ!dered$ 
and vtiy the Son and Holy Spirit did not 
generate^ &c. Page 1 1 5 

SECTION IV. 

Wbetber the Generation of the Son v>af in 
Timet and alfo whether it was a voluntary 
or involuntary AS of the Father. 1 28 

CHAPTER IV. 

The inferiority of the Son to the Father^ Jbewn 
to have been the DoSrine of all the Antem-- 
cene Fathers. 1 45 

CHAPTER V- 

Of the Power and Dignity of Chrifi as the 
fte^exijling Logos of the Father. 172 

CHAPTER VI. 

Cbriji, hefide being the Logos of the Father^ 
was thought to have a proper human 
Soul. J 98 



CHAP- 



♦i CONTENTS. 

CHAPTER Vn. 

Of the Union bttween the Logos, ami tie Soul 
and Body of Cbriji, and their fiparate pro-^ 
perUee, Page 224 

SECTION L 

Of this Union in genetaf. ibid. 

SECTION 11. 
C^tBe Ignorance of Cbriji concerning the Day 
ojfudgment, *34 

SECTION lU. 
Opinions concerning the Body of Cbriji, 246 

CHAPTER VIII. 
OftbeUfeof the Incarnation, and the OlfjeC" 
tions that were made to tbejjj^rine. 258 

CHAPTER IX. 

Of the Controverfy .^ f elating^ to the Holy 
Spirit, i68 

SECTION I. 
Opinions concerning tbe Holy Spirit before the 
Council of Nice. 270 

SEC' 



»4 




m fT 



\j 



CONTENfS. 



•fc^ 



Til 



SECTION IL 

Opinions concerning the Holy Spirit after the 
Council of Nice. Page 285 

SECTION ni. 

Of the proper Office of the Spirit ivitb rejpea 
to the Offices of the Father and the Son. 299 

SECTION IV. 

Of the Arguments for the Divinity of the Hofy 
Spirit. 317 

CHAPTER X. 

Of the Do£lrine of the Trinity after the Coun- 
cil of Nice, -^^s 

SECTION I. 
*fbe Do^rine of the perfeff Equality of all the 
Perfons in the Irinity, 339 

SECTION II. 

Of the New Language introduced at and after 
the Council of Nice. 35 1 

SECTION III. 
IHuJlrations of the Doffrine oj the Trimly. 36a 

CHAP^ 




• 



riii CONTENTS. 

CHAPTER XL 

Of the Arguments by nvbicb the DoBrine of the 

Trinity was defended, ' Page 39a 

SECTION I. 

/irguments from the Old Tefiament. ibid. 

SECTION II. 

Arguments from the New Tefiament, 4 1 8 

SECTION III. 
Jnjwers to Obje^ms, 42S 



THE 



t H e 



History of opinions 



CONCllKHlllO 



C H R I S t. 



A 



BOOK I. 

The history of opinions which pre* 

CEDED THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVI- 
NITY OF CHRIST^ AND WHICH PRE- 
PARED THE WAY FOR IT. [cONTINUEDJ 



• CHAPTER VIIL 

* 

Of the Platonifm of Vbiloi 

T has been feen that among the heathen 
PUtoniftsy we have found no uniform 
and ferious perfonification of the divine 
noms^ or logos^ fo that it could be confidered 
as a difiinU intelligent perfon^ but only ftrong 
figures, and a dark enigmatical defcription 
of the ideas f or the fuppofed place of ideas 
in the divine mind| conftituting what they 

Vol. II. B called 



2 Platonifm ofPbilo. Book I. 

called the intelligible worlds or the world to 
be pcrccrv'ed by the mind^ and not by the 
fenfes; and which was an exemplar, or 
pattern, to the vifible world. Upon the 
whole, it may be aflerted that the Pla-» 
tonifts themfelves proceeded no farther than 
to what may be called a ftrongly figurative 
perfonification of the divine intelledt, con- 
fidered as diftinft either from the Divine 
Being himfelf, or thofe more, excellent 
qualities from which he was denominated 
the good; fo that it cannot be faid that, if 
the Platonifts had been ferioufly interrogated 
concerning his real opinion, he would have 
anfwered, that tie good, and his nous, or 
logos, were two diilindt intelligent perfons, 
each having ideas, and being capable of 
rcafoning and adting, though their language, 
literally interpreted, will occafionally bear 
that conftrudlion. 

In Philo, a Jew of Alexandria, who was 
cotemporary with the apoftles, we find 
fomething more nearly approaching to a 
real pclrfonification of the logos, a term 
which is mu:ch more frequent with him 
than with the Platonifts themfelves ; and 
1 indeed 
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Chap. VIII. Platonifm ofPhih. 3 

indeed it was obferved, that what they 
called nous, the barbarians called logos, 
which is a literal tranflation of the Chaldee 
HnSD. Philo fays fo much concerning ideas, 
and the intelligible world, and is withal fo 
eloquent, that it has been juftly obferved, 
either that Plato philonized, or that Philo 
platonized*;" but he was far from ad- 
vancing fo far as the platonizing chriftians. 
However, though he did not, like them, 
make a permanent intelligent, perfon of the ' 
divine logos, he made an occajional one of 
it, making it the vifible medium of all the 
communications of God to man, that by 
which he both made the world, and alfo 
converfed with the patriarchs of the Old 
Teftament. 

It will be feen that Philo's own ideas 
were far from being clear, or confiftent, 
but he is much lefs confufed than the pro- 
per heathen Platonifts, and he fometimes 
exhibits a platonifm of a fimple, and IdTs 
figurative kind. Thus, after obferving that 

Twwfeu Phot. Bitx. fe£t. 105* p. 278. 

B 2 ** an 
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4 Flatontfm of Philo* Book L 

** aii archite<ft conftruds a building after an 
** idea, which he has prcvioufly formed of 
** of it in his mind," he fays, ** in like 
*' manner, we muft judge concerning God, 
** who> intending to build a magnificent 
*' city, firft devifed the plan of it, from 
'* which he formed the vifible world, ufing 
*' it as a pattern. As the pre-conceived 
** plan of the building in the mind of an 
'* architedl has no exiftence externally, but 
^* is ftamped upon the mind of the artift, 
*' in like manner this worJd of ideas has no 
** place but the divine logos, which dif- 
*' pofes all things. For what other proper 
'* place can there b&to receive, an4 contain, 
'* not only aU ideas, but even a fingle idea. 
** It is a world creating power, which has 
*' its fource in the true good* ,** In another 

* T« -iarapa^Tjcna 3>i ly *aepi Sf« 3b|ircw, og apa rrtv fMtyoTsOTro" 
>4V fSiitiv JiaKmScif^ evevorKTE wpolepcv T«f ru^ag ayhnf^ c| wv KO<r/Mv 
iwffav <rurYKrix(A£vog airoio^i tov cu^iilov, mapoiJisiyiiaii xp*^f^^v@' 
tKeivu, Ka^aTrep sv n tv ra itgx^^^^ 'sr^oSidluTraAEia'a 'vo^;, 
;^top«y ekIo; m eixev^ a>^ mcr^payiro rn m Te%v/7» ^^xn, tw «wfe» 
rfOTToVf n^o iK rav ihuv Ho<rfMg ayO\ov av txoi tottov^ h tov ^eiw Xoyov 
Tovwcxvia iiakocimxallan "Smu rig av m rav iuvofuw at/la ro^og 
ers^g^ og 'yevoH ev uuxvog^ a Xeya waa-ag^ aXKoc [Am akpdhv w rtPHv 
h^a^cu re nai xoj^oi • /^wotfJUgh ucu u wcrfjumotiiltmi rnnrfpf ^X^ 
ca TO tjpog a^rfieiav ayo&ov. De Mundi Opiiicio, p. 4. 

paflage. 



Chap. VIIL Flatontfm of Plato, 5 

paffage alfo, fpeakihg of the different fig- 
nifications of place^ he fays that " one of 
*' them is the divine logos, the whole of 
" which God himfelf has filled with in- 
*' corporeal powers^/' In this place the 
logos is evidently nothing more than the 
divine mind itfelf, or the feat of his ideas; 
and the true good^ in the former paffage, in 
which the creative power is faid to refide, 
is the platonic term for the Supreme Being. 
Like the other Platonifts, Philp doee 
not, however, content himfelf with giving 
thefe ideasy or the intelligible worlds which 
is compofed of them, a place in the divine 
mind, or logosy but he alfo confounds them 
with the logos.. ^^ To fpeak plainly," lays 
Jhe, *^ th© ideal world is no other than the 
^^ logos of God, who makes the world, nor 
*' is an ideal city any 'other than the rea- 
*' foning of the archite<ft intending to pror 
^' duce it -f*/' Agreeable to thjs ufe of ^he 

cXav afftafAOToii iwstf/tea-w aurog ^eo^f De Somniis, p. 574, 

f £( h Tig c^ET^gis yvfrnlefoig ^(^a^cu [rot; o^fAOfft^, sScv e^ 
^Itpcv »^o< Tov vonlov &VM nov/MV^ n dss hoyov )i3vi Kocrfjunrousyl®'* Ov^e 
yog If vmrm mo)ug m^w n cny, fiom afxf^exrovog hoyio'iiog rj3>j rrfit 
fr9}fnpffv?^))7i^»y9)tifyo!^^ . De Mundi Opificio, p. ^. 

B 3 term 



6 Platonifm ofPhilo. Book L 

term logos y as fynonytnous to the ideal 
worlds he fays, " The imitation of a per- 
^* fedly beautiful pattern, muft be perfeftly 
*' beautiful ; but the logos of God muft 
** be more excellent than beauty itfelf, as 
*' it is in nature, without any additional 
^* beauty*." 

So far this writer is tolerably intelligible, 
and fo alfo he is in the following paffage^in 
which he fpeaks^ of the ideal world as formed 
by a power inherent in the divine mind. 
Speaking of God faying, jidam will be like 
one ofusy he fays, *' Though God be one, 
'* he has many powers. By thefe powers 
** the intelligible and incorporeal world is 
** made, the architype pf that which is vi- 
** fible, confifting of invifible ideas, as thi( 
** does of vifible bodies •!•.'' 

* Avayw h nsayjtalKd nsa^ayiJuxT®'' vaStafsav itvM fUfJunfJtOm 

mr^TTtrarroq acem. De Mundi Opificio, p. 32. 

^ "Ed^uvo ^eog ofM^ag ^epi oculov exJ^i ii/yofjisig. Ai av Tnlunf ii^ 
vofAeuv a<raiJu3og xj varflog vTtarrn Kocfjug^ ro th fcuvoiASva mie ccpx^- 
Ti/wov, lieaig aoparoig (rus-a^ig, uxrvep alog (TOimi^w Ofceroig. De 

Coxifufione Liiiguarum, p. 345. 

In 



Chap. VIII. Pbttmifm qf Pbilo. 7 

In one pa£&ge he fpeaks of thefe divine 
powers by which the invifible world is made 
as twQf. but he does not explain himielf with 
refped to that particular number. ** God^'* 
fays he, ** being one, has two fupreme pow-* 
** ers. By thefe powers the incorporeal 
** and ideal world is made, the architype of 
" the vifiWe world, confifting of invifible 
*' id?as, as this is vifible to the eyes*.'* 
He likewife fpeaks of the divine logos as 
** flowing from the fountain of wifdom like 
^* a river •!•." But in the following paiiago 
he m^kes the logos to be thQ fame with 
wifdom^ and thereby mak^s a nearer ap^ 
proach to the ideas of the chriftian Fathers. 
Allegorizing the jivers of paradise, he fays 
concerning one of them, that ^Mt is the 
♦* river which is produftivc cf goodrofs. 
^^ It proceeds from the wifdom of God; 

* £<; «v ^£0; 3(/o Totq avoSlarn ^uvofJLSi; exn» Aia nSav rap 
iuya(»£»Vj oumiuSoi t^ m\o^ ^cep\ fmfju>f to th faofo/uj/H TsSk 

Mundo, p. 1150* 

f KoZeuri & wmfcacQ mrm vm ^9fmi molofAH r^oy o Snof 

yr^. D^Sommis^p. 1x41* 

B 4 *^ which 



^ Platonifm ofPbilo^ Book I, 

f^ which is the logos of God ; for according 
^^ to this its produftivc power is made*/* 

But in another place he makes the logos tQ 

be different from this wifdom^ which he 

rnake^ to be the mother of the logos ^ an4 

this circumftance may, perhaps, throw fome 

light upon the two divine powers^ by which, 

in the pafTage quoted abQve, he faid that the 

intelligible world was made. Allegorizing 

Mofes's defcription of the high prieft, he 

fays, ^^ This high prieft does not mean a 

♦* man, but the logos of God, free from al| 

^* fin, voluntary or involuntary. When 

** Mofes forbids him to defile himfelf on 

*' account of his father the nous^ or his mp- 

** ther xhtfenfes^ I think that he muft have 

^* parents incorruptible and holy; his fa- 

f* ther Qod, who is alfo the father of all, 

f* and his mother wifdom^ by which every 

•* thing was produced -f-," In this figufa-r 



* HolofjLog Yi yevacn mv exyc&ohfi;. Auhi vtvoptuSai p t»i{ t8 Sa 
'cQ^io^, H Je inv Sea >u?yof , mla yap nflov ^srsTrotiflau n ytwtn 
Ofdn, De Mundi Opificio, p. 52. 

, f Ap/o/^ ygtp toy apx^p$a^ toe ciApayjrov^ a>^>a >oycv Beuv mm^ 
fsaUm ^x, «tt{(r{A)v fiovov> o^^Aa x^ axiu-uav aSiiciyjifiSav afiSoxfl^^ ^ 
y»p eTTt 'sralpi t« yw, ale im fAippt rn cua^a frffiv aylov Mwim^ 
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tivp and eonfufed manner docs Philo at 
length come tp what may be callcjd an in- 
termediate principle between God and th^ 
creation. This logos he alfo calls ** the 
'* image ofGod^ by which all (h^ world was 
f* made* 

Having got an image ofGod^ he Hkewife 
mak^s an image of this image 5 but his ex- 
planation of this I do not pretend fully to 
underftand. Having called ^' the invifible 
*^ and intelligible world the divine logos, 
** or the logos of God, the image of God, 
^* and the image of that intelligible light 
^^ which was the image of that divine logos, 
** which explains its origin, It is," he fays, 
^* that fuper-celeftial ftar, which i$ the 

^uvofAou fuatve^^M, ^lolioifJiM ymm a/^aflm t^ xcApcpnlalm t^xP^j 

jjf 7a o>a ijX^Ev «5 ym<riv» De Profugis, p. 466. 

Thofe who are offended at the allegorical methqd of in- 
terpreting the fcriptures inOrigen, and the other chriftian 
Fathers, {hould be informed that it is not peculiar to them, 
nor did it originate with them. Philo is as extravagant as 
pny of them' in the fcope that he gave to his imagination 
in this way. 

* Aoyoj 3e sny tarn Saj^ 3< « fvfjt,7ra^ HO(rfMi ehiJ^moytSo, ^ De 
]^foI^archia, p. 823. 

2f ^* fourc(5 
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lo Platontfm of Pbilo. Book L 

*^* fourcc of the vifible ftars, and which may 
** be called the univerfal fplendor, from 
** which the fun, moon, and ftars, fixed or 
•^ wandering, derive their refpcdlivc fplen«> 
« dors ♦•" 

But befide making the logos to be the 
image of God, Philo gives it an occafionat 
real perfonification, and makes it to be the 
medium of the divine communications to 
mankind, the fymbol of the divine pre-- 
fence, and even to a^fume the form of an 
angel, or a man. ♦* Though no peribn," 
he fays, " is worthy to be called the Son 
•*^ of God, endeavour to be accomplifhed 
*' like his firft begotten logos, the moft 
♦' ancient angeU as being the archangel of 
** many names ; for it is called the ccpx»" 
[the beginning or principle] " the name of 
** God, and the logos, and the man accord- 
^* ing to his image, and the feer of Ifrael. 

* Tw it aopoSov xj mlw Saw ^oyw, ^ Srj Koyov, sixova xpya 9ar, 
Km roa!k^ BUtova to lonhv fag okeivo, o ^eih Koyn ysyovev^ emuv th 
iiif>fm/sv<ravlog ttv yvrttrtif caHn, Km eriv uTTspspcofiog arnf^ wr/n 
Tuv OKT^m artpm. Hv toc anro cnoim xaXEO'eisy on Tig wac9oaryBm^ 
of ngo n}aog >^ n c^e\iim ^ oi a>Xoi 'vfkxmizg te }^ aiChavzig* apvoflat 
MO& 'o<rov sxccQ'Oi ^wofus^ ra 'srpe?rwla ffTyti. Pe Miuidi Opificio, 
p. 6. 

*« For 
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*' For if we are not worthy to be called the 
^* fons of God, let us be fo of his eternal 
** image, the moft holy logos; for this moft 
** ^ocient logos is the image of God *." 

Philo jfuppofed that it was this divine 
logos that had its place between the che-* 
rubims in the Holy of Holies^ but was there 
invifible. Having defcribed the propitia^ 
tory and the cherubims, he fays, *^ that the 
** divine logos is above thefe, having no 
** vifible form, as not falling under the 
" fenfes ; but is the exprefs image of God, 
^^ the oldeft of all intelligible things, and 
** there is no medium between it and the 
**fupreme power." He then- compares it 
to the charioteer, afting by the command 
of the perfon who is carried in the car -f*. 

cty7» ^oy(iv^ 70V Ayyi\ov -zypg^f i/1ct7oK, «j «tp;^«t/yiAoy voXt/iy- 
vvfAoi vTTctpxovja, )^ ydf ttpx^r ^ ^^oi^^ ^*^» ^ X«>'®', j^ 
c XftI iUovA Avd'paTOf, 3^ ofcov Itf-pdifA 'Vfocd.yoftvtlAt. K«ei' 
yap II [AnTu iKcLVoi ^«k 'S-et^/gj vofJii^i^Ai yiyovAfJLtv, «M« 

Tpl 7rf ttl^tH UKOrOf AV% Koyif 7H Uptoletl^' ©€» >*P UH^Itf 

Koyo^ TTpiffCvJcilof. De Confufiooe Linguarum, p« 341. 
t Q /' wTTtpAvv Tisjav Koyoi ^ftio^, €<f opcilnv wt nA^er 

HHM9 
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Calling God the Father, he calls the 
logos the Son. Having fpoken of the high 
prieft as ftanding before the holy of holies 
with his breaft-plate, which reprefented 
the logos, he fays, it was oecefTary that he 
who officiated as prieft to the Father of 
the world (hould have his moft accom* 
plifhed Son as an advocate *« 
. Having repreiented the fupreme Being 
in the character of a fhepherd and a king, 
ordering and condudting all the parts of 
nature, earth, water, fire^ plants^ animals, 
the heavenly bodies, &c. he defcribes the 
logos as his firji begotten Son^ fuperintend- 
jng all thefe things, as an officer under 

filter V'jFAf^vf ^«K, Tuf vofflfff Airct^d^TAvfav o nrfiffCifJ^ofp 

<rw i'vfAuudv rof h^yov^ I'wo^ov J^i 7or kak^vIa tT/xf Xf(/»* 
fi^o9 7^ nifioy^a Trt «ypof op^Wf T«f flrorjof ttv$ox^^i^^ Dc Pro- 
fogis. p. 465. 

f Taf iTTi T«F $*«pr»i' ^aS'iKA Ald«f i% Tpi»r x^7* TftT7«p«Cf 
ro/J(,*^» '^^ ^t;re;^ailo^ ^ //oiXKyJo^ Aoj^b t« avfiTAp^ to Aoi» 
f^lcr. Afa.iyzAta¥ yAf nf 70F iifvyi^vof 7« 7« xo^fJLH 9a7p/f 
irAfAK^^ yjtia^Ai riKtioJaJu rnv A^ijuiv vm, *iffof 76 Afjir 
yn^iiAv Auafi/i(AAl*>r, jy yj^^yiA^ A^^ovsflAjttP AyA^m^ D^ 
Vita Mofis, lib. 3, Opera, p 6^^. 



Chap. VIII. Platonifm of Philo. 13 

himi and likewife as the angel that God 
told Mofes he would fend before him *. 

The Platonifts having been ufed to call 
the world the childy or Jon of God, Philo 
calls it, with refpeft to the logos^ the 
younger Jon \ this being the objed: of the 
fenfes, the other being perceived by the 
mind only, and as the older fon, remaining 
with the Father +. 

We likewife find this logos dignified 
with the appellation o{ god; but to diftin- 
guifh him from the fupreme God, he fays, 
that the latter is known by the term God 
with the article prefixed to it, t6e God ; 
whereas the logos, like other inferior gdds^ 

*»t/p, Jt«M OfTA iV TnlOtf ^V7A 7% AV KAt ^WCt, Tdt ^4> ^VVnA^ 

KAi Twv a^ar A^ifcov rpoTat^ t6 av ksu X<^P*'*^ ivoffAovuf, 

A^<^ 'VOtfJiflV Kdt ^AffthlUt ^iOf Ay it KATA S'iKnf KCU VO^JLOV, 

"t^poTfi^afAipoi rov op^op «tWT» h^yov ^fvToyovop vtov, o( tuk 
tTifjLiKitAy 7iif iifa4 TAUTtK ayi^n^, oia ti (jLiydK^s ^ttriKtms 
vjTAfxji^ J^iAtti^iTAi • KAt yoj^ €ip«Tai ijif • //k tyu tifJLip 

De AgricuUttra, p* i^j. 

t O (JLlf yetp KofffAOi «t^ 9i»7ifOf ViQ^ ^tH, an etf^<5»7^ 

§>v • rov yaf 9pe0'Ct/7ep»r 7»7k t^iVA UTi * tfonr^ cT' exfiKoc, 
a^iaCne^f /' A^i^ffAit "v^p* iAxjr» KATAfAivUf J'tmn^* 
On tlic Immtttability of God» Opera, p. 29S. 

is 
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is only called God without the article. 
Speaking of the God who appeared to Abra- 
haoi, he fays, " The true God is one, but 
** thofe who are figuratively fo called are 
** niany ; wherefore Uie facred word on this 
♦* occafion diftinguifKcs the true God by 
*• the article, I am the God^ but he that is 
*' fo called figuratively without the article ; 
** he that appeared to thee in the place, not 
*' of the God, but only of God. For here 
^^ he gives the name of God to his moft 
ancient logos, not being folicitous about 
the name, but refpedting the end which 
** he propofed'*^." 

Philo, notwithftanding his Platonifm, 
was fo much a Jew, that he afcribed pro- 
per creation to God the Father only, and 
the forming of created matter to the logos. 
** God," fays he, *^ who made all things, 
*' not only made them to appear, but pro- 

ila t^ ispog Tsoyog tv T6) mapovli tov fjnv oMOsia, ^la th of^pn fjLSfXfi* 
yvK€v^ eiTTcav, Eyo) ttfju ^eog * tov h xcSaxfiW'U x^p^^ ap^pn, (paawtv^ 

0^£X^ <TOi tt T0^», 8 T8 ^£8, a»a Oljlo fMVOV^ SeS. Ko^Et h TOV ^SOV 

rov wpBoCulahv auk w^i >^ov^ s iem^aifAovov 'Sfspi rw hsovf ray ovo* 
fAoOw . cOs}! ev TE>^ vporle^eiijuvog 'sjpayfMl(p^oyn(r&^ De Somniis, 
p. 599. 

<« duced 
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** duced what was not before, being not 
** only a former^ but a creator ^."^ But of 
the? logos (according to the likcncfs of 
which man was made) he lays, that ** he, 
being produced, imitating his Father^ and 
regarding his patterns, reduced things 
*^ into form +/' 

It might be imagined that the Divine 
Being, by the emiifion of this logos in £0 
fubftantial a form, would be deprived of 
fome of his proper power; but to this Philo 
would probably have replied, that this Je- 
condGod was only like a lamp lighted at the 
original fountain of light, which did not 
diminish its fubftance or fplendor. For he 
does apply this comparifon (which is fo 
commonly ufed by the early chriftian Fa- 
thers) to the cafe o£ Mofes, whofe fpiric 
God is faid to take from him, in order 
to impart it to the feventy-two elders. 
'* This," he iays, *' is not to be underftood 

«y. De Somniis, p. 577- 

lAcSa apx^^^o, mm ^ht'irm^ cfioffn aJrj. De Confufione Lin- 
guarum, p. 329. 

'' as 
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** as if he fuffered any lofs thereby, birt it 
** was like the lighting of one torch by 
^* another, which is not diminifhed by that 
^* means, though ten thoufand be lighted 
** by it *.** Or he might have fuppofcd 
that the lofs fuiiained by the emiflion of 
the logos was only temporary, becaufe he 
thought that the emifHon of the logos only 
refembled the emiiHon of light from the 
fun, which was afterwards drawn into it^ 
fource again* 

According to Philo, angels are nothing 
more than this divine logos ; fo that he 
could not confider them as having a per- 
manent being. Spea^Ling of Hagary he £iys, 
** She was met by an angel ^ which is the 
*' logos of God, advifing her to return to 
** her miftrefs, and encouraging, her -f-.*' 

* Ae7eZ(X< 70^, oil aps^caro th vHvfidloi tk siri 0*01, jy mi!^» 
V7[i nsf ^ibfjomflci vpeaSvkpnf • aX^ fof vofjiuh% nla rn^ afaupmv' 
KcOa airoMnw y^ 9ia^cv|ty ^lyc^Sm, oX^n outytvoif ear avn *m/po(^ 
na» fju/ptct; SaHag ^t^m^ yuim yaioim ifahoAsv sv Of(Oiar. De Gi« 
gantibus, p. 287. ' 

f Xrifiaw 3k, Td utavlea auk aytikoifSM Xoyoi^y ct'Xfn trapaivia'Sv^ 
He^ 1^ vfrr}fnirofi£minookliH m; si; roy timirwaht^QiMavyO^ %) dapaupov 

puoH* De Profugis, p. 4^1. 

Atfd 
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And treating of the migration of Abraham; 
he fays, " He that follows God muft of 
** neceffity make ufe of the attending logoff 
** which are commonly called angels *." 

Thus it is evident, that Philo made a 
much naorc fubftantial perfonification of 
the divine logos than any of the proper 
Platonifts had done ; and it is very poflible, 
that by the perufal of his writings, the 
chriftian Fathers, to whom they could 
not be unknown, might be led to their 
ftill more enlarged fyftem of perfonifica-i 
tion. As Philo had reprefented thef divine 
logos as being the immediate agent in 
all the communications of God to the pa- 
triarchs, they had nothing to do beiide 
making this logos to be the fame with 
Chrill, and their fcheme was very nearly 
completed. But Philo himfelf was fai^ 
from imagining that the logos had any 
more relation to the Meffiah than to any 
other prophet. According to him, it was 
the medium of the divine comoiunica- ' 

* O 3k ETTolisvo; Sew, kottcl TavayKMov <rmooiirOfoiq xprwB 
roi^ aiKi^^dig ama Xoyoig, kg ovofjLOiuv e&of aPjf^g. De Migra- 
tione Abfaham, p.415. * 

VoL.IL C tions 
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tioAS with the prophets, but was never 
fuppofed to reikle with any of them, and 
mnch lefs to be infeparably attached to 
them, or to animate them. The logos was 
ftill a divine influence^ or eflux^ apprehended 
to be fonMthing belonging to the Divine 
Being, though occafionally emitted from 
him, and drawn into him again, when the 
putpofe for which it had been emitted was 
anfwercd. Where Philo ended the do<Srine 
of pferfonification, that of the chriftian Fa- 
thers began. The difference was that^ 
whereas Phito thought the emiHion of the 
logos to be bccafional, and to affume ya- 
ribtiS forms, particularly that of angels, the 
chriftian Fathers thought it to be uniform 
and permanent, and interpreted it of Chrift 
only. 

But the fitSt chrtflians who adopted, this 
opinion of the emiffion of a divine logos^ or 
<^Ar, went very little farther than Philo^ 
faying, as Juftin Mai*tyr explains their opi- 
nion, that this logos, which had been that 
which appeared to Moies and the patriarchs, 
in the forni of a luminous cloud, or glory^ 
which had fometimes aflumed the form of 

2 ^ma^ 
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a ntan^ and conftituted what are called an-^ 
gels, was likewife in Jcfus Chriff, an J en- 
abled him to work miracles, &c, Sinc6,. 
however, according to their opinion, no* 
thing was emitted from God but what hQ 
oould at pleafure, draw into himfelf again» 
juft as a beam of light was fuppofed to go 
out of the fun, and go back to its fburce 
(without indeed being ever feparated from 
it) they who held it were properly philofo^ 
phlcal unitarians I and this is the opinion 
that is afcribed to Marcellus of Ancyra, 
and other acknowledged unitarians of early 
times. Athenagoras held this dodrine with 
rdfpea to the Holy Spirit, though he fol- 
lowed Juftin Martyr in fuppoiing that, 
after the emiffion of the logos, before the 
creation of the world, it always remained 
a per/on, diftinifC from the Father, and con- 
ftituted the Son, or Chrijl. 

With refpedl to the Jews, it is evident 
that, in general, they did not ufe the term 
logos in the Platonic fenfe, but as fynony- 
fiitid* to Ood, or the mere token, or fym- 
bol, of the divine prefence. The Chaldec 
paraphrafts often ufe the term »itii,^mimra, 

C z . which 
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which may be tranflatcd logos^ or word^ as 
Gen^i, ij. T^be word of the Lord created 
mariy inflead of, the Lord created man. Gen. 
ix. 12. This is the token of the covenant which 
I make between my word and you ^ inftead of 
between me and you. But that, in the ideas 
of thefe writers, the word of a perfon was 
merely fynonymous to himfelf is evident 
from their application of the fame phrafeo- 
logy to man. Thus the fame paraphrafer 
fays. Numb, xv.32. A certain man f aid in his 
word^ I will go forth and gather Jiicks on the 
fabbath-day^ when he could only mean that 
he faid to himfelf or purpofed in his own 
mind. Ecclef. i. 2. Solomon faid in his wordy 
Vanity of vanities^ (Sc. 2 Sam. iii. 15, 16. 
Phaltiel put a fword between his word and 
Michaly the daughter of Saul ^ i.e. between 
himfelf and Michal, as is juftly obferved 
by Mr. Lindfey, in the Sequel to his Apo- 

Phrafeology fimilar to this is ufed in the^ 

book called the Wifdom of Solomon ; when 

the author, defcribing the plagues of Egypt, 

fays, chap, xviii. 15. T^hine Almighty word 

leaped down from heaven^ out of thy royal 

throne^ 
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throne^ as aJUrce man ofwar^ into the midji 
of a land of iefiruQion^ and brought thiw W^ 

w 

feigned commandment, as a jharp fword, and 
landing up^ filled all things with death i and 
it touched the heavens, but it Jiood upon the 
earth. But that this is only a figurative 
dcfcription of the power of God, reaching 
from heaven to earth, is evident from the 
language of the whole chapter, where thofe 
plagues are afcribed to God, and to no other 
being whatever, chap. xix. 9. For they went 
at large, &c. praifing thee^ O Lord^ who 
baJJl delivered them. 
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PHAPTER I. 
Of CbriftiM Platmfm, 

HAVING (hewn what were the 
boafted principles of the Platonic 
fcbool, as held by Plato himfelf^ 
by his followers about the time of the 
diriftian acra, and by Philo j let ns now fee 
whit ufe was made of them by the j^lofo^^ 
phizing chriftianSy many of whom were edu- 
cated in the Platonic fchool of Alexandria^. 

A1>foi4 and confufed » the fyftcm muft 

C 4 »PP«r 
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would render it peculiarly captivating to 
religious and pious perfons, who were 
Shocked with the principles of Ariftotle, 
as leading to atheifm, and who revolted at 
the rigour of the ftoics, but wer« charmed 
with i\ic fubHmity of Plato. Alfo, the air of 
myftery which accompanied his doitrinc 
would not, perhaps, upon the whole, leflen 
the favourable impreffion which it was cal- 
culated to miake upon the mind. 

The things which moft ftruck the chrif- 
tians in Platonifm, were the dodlrinc of 
one God, a being of perfeft goodnefs, that 
of his univerfal providence, that of the 
foul, and its immortality, and that of the 
improvement of the mind confifting in its 
refemblance to God, and a kind of union 
with him. Thefe things pleafed the chrif- 
tians fo much, that they perfuaded them, 
fclves that Plato had aftually borrowed 
them from the writings of Mofes, vv^ith 
which they faid he might have been ac- 
quainted during his refidence in Egypt^ 
or in his travels in the Eaft. Juftin Mar- ' 
tyr, and others of the Fathers, infift much 
ppon this. It was on account of this fup- 

pofed 
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pofed refaoiblance between Platooiim and 
the dodrine of the fcriptures, that this 
philosophy was thought to be the beft pre- 
|)aration for the fludy of chriftiapity ; and 
that it was even imagined that it was given 
io the world by a particular providence^ as 
introdridory to the chriftian difpen&tion. 
*' The Greek philofophy/' fays Clemens 
/llex^ndrinust ** cleanfes the mind and pre- 
^* pares it for the reception of faith^ on 
** which truth builds knowledge*.*' Other 
tXKi2&% will be given from this writer 
hereafter, which will more dearly (hew 
what his. ideas on this fubjed were. 

That chriftians were really ftruck with 
the principles of Pjatonifm above-men* 
tionedi is not a njatter of conjedure only, 
but appears clearly in their writings. M, 
Felix fays, that " according to Plato's Ti- 
^* m^ijis, God is the parent of the worMt 
** the author of the foul, and the noiaker of 
^* things in heaven and earth- It is nearly,^* 
fays he, ^' the fiime dodrinc with our 

ft5«wpa3<%ww*re«f,ip>iT»iy7iwwg^af|^^ Stroma 

ttb. 7. Op^rasp. 7^0^ 
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would render it peculiarly captivating to 
religious and pious perfons^ who were 
ihockcd with the principles of Ariflotle^ 
as leading to atheifm, and who revolted at 
the rigour of the Aoics, but were charmed 
with lh& futHmity of Plato. Alfo, the air of 
my fiery which accompanied his doArine 
would not, perhaps, upon the whole, lefTen 
the favourable impreflion which it was cal-> 
culated to make upon the mind. 

The things which moft ftruck the chrir* 
tians in Platoni^m, were the dodrine of 
00c God, a being of perfed goodnefs, that 
of his univerfal providence, that of the 
foul, and its immortality, and that of the 
improvement of the mind confiding in its 
refcmblance to God, and a kind of union 
with him. Thefe things pleafed the chrif- 
tians fo much, that they perfuaded them • 
fidves that Plato had adually borrowed 
them from the writings of Mofcs, vvith 
which they fatd he might have been ac* 
quainted during his refidence in Egypt^ 
or in his travels in the Eaft. Juftin Mar- 
tyr, and others of the Fathers, infid much 
ppon thiSt It was on account of this fup* 

pofcd 
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as teaching that the world was made by the 
word of God, out of the things that Mofes 
fpake of, meaning probably the chaos*, 
and that the foul of man is immortal f. 

The chriftian writers, however, arc ready 
enough to acknowledge that they did not 
adopt the principles of Plato indifcrimi-- 
nately. Origen fays, that " in fome things 
*' philofophy agrees with the law of God, 
*^ and in other things is contrary to it ; for 
*^ many of the philofophcrs fay that there is 
** one God, who made all things ; and fomc 
** of tliem have added, that God made and 
^> governs all things by his word J/' ** In 
^* faying that all things werp made and dif- 

^ Are ^tyym Ses vt ruv vTroxiifAsmf f^ fr^o31l^«^6yW Stos MfiMto); 
yiymt^^cu rev vcaHa ucxrfjtiCVi x^ Uhalojv, t^ oi raula KEyovIe^^ 9^ rifm^ 
ma^fASV^ f^ Vfi^ 'KVffhwou iwaitis. ApoL i. p. 86. 

Craecosy p. 7. 

"^ Philofophta enim neque in omnibus legi Pei ^fpntra- 
ria eft^ neque in omnibus confona. Multi enim philofo* 
phorum unum cflfe Deum, qui cun£la creaverit, fcribunt. 
In hoc confenti.uot legi Dei. Aliquanti etiaifi hoc addi- 
derunt, quod Deus cun6la per verbum fuum et fecerit, €t 
regat, et verbum Pcj fit c^uo cunda ojoderentur. Operat 
yd. I. p. 46. 
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•' pofed by God," Juftin Martyr fays, " we 
** agree with Plato, and in refpcft to the con- 
*' flagration^ with the Stoics*/' And in a 
later period, when it was perceived that the 
heretics availed themfelves of the principles 
of Plato, fome of the orthodox Fathers were 
fenfible of its mifchievous tendency. Thus 
Jerom fays, " The vain words of the phi- 
** lofophers, which in the dodtrines of 
" Plato, kill the infants of the church, are 
** turned into divine vengeance and blood to 
'^ them+.'' 

We have the moft dired evidence of jfbme 
of the moft diftinguiflied writers among the 
chriftians being charmed with the dodrines 
of Plato, but efpecially Juftin Martyr, who 
feems to have been the firft who applied the 
principles of that philofophy to the ad- 
vancerhent of the perfonal dignity of Chrift, 

tb^xkmg i^of/tev Xsym diyyfAa * ro) ^s ixvvpotffn yoBo^ XTuimw. 
ApoL I. p, 31 

f Vana )[>hilorophoru(n verba, quae in dodrinis Plato^ 
nick ecclefia; parvu!os interimebant> in uldonem divinam^ 
illis converfa eft^ et m cruorein« In P& 77. Opera^ voL 
7. p. 97. 

and 
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and to enlarge his fphere of adllon in the 
world. Marks of Juftin's fondnefs for this 
jshilofophy appear in many parts of his 
writings ; and iC is not to be wondered at, 
as he had been addided to it before he came 
to be a chfiftian*. He fays '* the notion 
** of incorporeal things, and the doArine of 
^^ ideas, charmed mef /' What mifchief was 
done to the chrifiian fyftem by this doctrine 
of ideas will prefently appear. 

Athenagoras taught the Platonic philofo- 
phy in public at Alexandria, and atmofl all 
the eminent writers among the chriftians, 
of that and the following age, are well 
known either to have been educated there, 
or to have acquired a fondnefs for the phi- 
lofophy that was taught both there and at 
Athens at the fame time. 

Auftin, fpeaking of the principles of 
Plato, fays, that ** by changing a few words 
** ainl fenteoces, the Platonifts would be« 
** come chriftians, as many of thofe of later 

f Kflw /« npsi fffoipa n rav aaafialw iwwnf , icj . n dsupia row ihon 
fltgn fjuH Ttpf ffofwrof* Dial. p. 141. 

*^ times 
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*' pofcd by God/' Juftin Martyr fays, " we 
** agree with Plato, and in refpcft to the con- 
*' flagration,^ with the Stoics*/* And in a 
later period, when it was perceived that the 
heretics availed themfelves of the principles 
of Plato, fome of the orthodox Fathers were 
ieniible of its mifchievous tendency. Thus 
Jerom fays, ** The vain words of the phi- 
" lofophers, which in the dodrines of 
*« Plato, kill the infants of the church, are 
^' turned into divine vengeance and blood to 
*• them+/' 

We have the moft dired evidence of jfbrae 
of the moft diftinguifhed writers among the 
chriftians being charmed with the dodrinea 
of Plato, but efpccially Juftin Martyr, who 
feems to have been the firft who applied the 
principles of that philofophy to the ad- 
vancement of the perfonal dignity of Chrift^ 

IKAwTf l^fiyifT rirriiT J^yia* tm 3k utwvfaffn yw/u^ Utamm. 
Apol. 1. p. 31 

t Vaia t>hilorophorufn verba, que in dodrinis Plato- 
nidi ecdefiK pouirutos intenmeban€» to iddonem divinam 
aiii conveifii eft, et in cruoran. In ?U 77. Ope^^ voL 

7- P- 97- 

and 
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things in the philofophy of Plato, compared 
with other fyilems exidiag at the fame time« 
and wifh that they could be detached from 
the reft of the fyftem, in which there is {o 
much confufion and abfurdity, as I have 
clearly pointed out. But, unhappily, theie 
admirers of Plato carried their admiration 
much too far ; and as we have feen, in the 
cafe of Juftin and Auftin, were more parti- 
cularly ftruck with that very part of this 
fyftem, namely, that concerning the doc- 
trine of ideas^ and the divine intelled:, nous^ 
or logos, in which the greateft darknefs and 
abfurdity belonging to it is found. The 
reafon was, that this part of the fyftem, 
having been previoufly adopted by Philo, 
furniflied'them with a pretence for repre- 
fenting their matter in a more reputable 
light than that of a mere man^ who had no 
higher origin than being born in Judea. 
In what manner they availed themfelves of 
the doctrine of Plato for this purpofe, will 
be feen after I have reprefented what they, 
imagined the principles of Plato, with re- 
fpei^ to the logos and other things con- 
nected with it, to have been. 

I fliall 



Chap. I • Chrijlian Plafonifm. .33 

I fhall begin with obferving, that even 
the chriftian Fathers do not uniformly re- 
prefent the principles of Platonifm as very 
favourable to their doftrine of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos. For fometimes they 
defcribe thofe principles as admitting of no 
more than one proper mind, and that be- 
longing to the fupreme being, or the firft 
caufe, the fecond principle being nothing 
more than his ideas. *' Plato's three prin- 
** ciples," fays Juftin Martyr, '* are God, 
** and matter, and idea ; God the maker of 
** all things, matter which was prior to all 
** production, and which furnifhed materials 
*^ for it, and idea the pattern of every thing 
** that was made V* Clemens Alexan- 
drinus alfo fays, that *' Plato confidered idea 
^^ as the mind of God, the fame that bar- 
•' barians call the logos of God-f-;" and ob- 

xAw xj eii®" • Seov /aev, tov isavlaxv 'SJoirflnif' v\rjv 3e, mv VTTOKStfjuvwf 
m 'sspdohfi Tfi)v ysva/xsvav ysvecEi^ xj t>jv tspQ^a<Tiv aula rrii onfMispyiag 
fssaotx^^^ ' £1 J®* 3e, to txar 8 t«v ytvofjLSVuv 'ssapoiieiyfjux. Ad 
(Graecos, p. 7 . 

■ + H Je iha, mm'fJLa ta ^cg, <m£p 01 Pap^apoi >ayoP €tpv!Hao't ra 
^68. Strom, lib. i. p. 553, 

Vol, 11. D ferving 
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ferving that Plato fpcaks of one lawgiver, 
and one mafter of mufic, he fays, that by 
this he taught that there is but one logos 
and one God *. Tertullian fays, that ** ac- 
^* cording to Plato, ideas are invifible fub- 
** fiances, incorporeal, fupermundane, di- 
** vine and eternal, the forms, patterns, and 
** caufes of vifible things, which are fub- 
** jedl to the fenfes f /* Origen, if the Phi^ 
hfophumena be his, expreiTes this fentiment 
ftill more plainly ; ** The pattern,'* fays he, 
*' is the mind of God, which he alfo calls 
*• idea^ by attending to which in his mind 
•* God made all things +." He alfo fays, 

vofjLoig tva rov avna-ovla rav fmo'Muv ^la t^stuv ^i^offxav tcv T^oyot 
BivM svOf 3^ rov ^eo9 iva, Strom, lib. i. p. 356. 

+ Vult enim Plato efTe quafdam fubftantias invifibiles, 
incorporaleSv fupernuindiales, divinas, et xternas ; quasap- 
pcllat ideas, id eft formas, exempla, et caulas naturalium 
iftorum manifeftorum, et fubjacentium corporalibus fen- 
fibus : et illas quidem efTe v^ritates, hxc autem imagines 
earum. De Anima, feft. 18. p»,276. 

:|: To 3k 'srapahiyfjux vw ^lavoiav nit Sen etvai^ x^ iSkaw koXei^ 
oiovBi xovicfAolt 'S7po<rsx6Jv £v rn ^W ^ ^^ '^^ vavlci ih/juapyeu Phi- 

lofophumena, p.* no. 

«' Plato's 
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*^ Plato's three principles are God, matter^ 
" and the pattern ♦." 

Thefe appear to me to have been the ge- 
nuine principles cf Platonifm, ilripped of 
all figure ; and thus underflood, no harm 
could have refultcd from them. But this 
plain ftate of things would not content the 
chridian philofophers ; as nothing could 
be made of it to favour their great purpose, 
namely, to make fomething more of Chrift 
than a mere man, whofe exiftence com- 
menced with his birth. They foon began 
to dwell more on the perfoniiication of the 
divine nous or logos (which was originally 
conceived to be nothing more than a ftore- 
houfe of ideas) than the Platonifts them- 
felves had ever done ; and they took an 
evident plcafure in giving this turn to the 
principles of Platonifm. Indeed, Plato's 
dodrincs had always been varioufly inter- 
pretedt as Origen has obferved. ^ How 
•* caa he", fays he, ** pretend to know 
every thing of Plato, when his inter- 
preters differ fo much among them- 






p. 108. 

Da « felves." 
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**felves*/' Platonifm^ therefore, being 
capable of various conftrudions, it was na- 
tural for the chriflian Fathers to give it 
that drefs which beft fuited their purpofe. 

Juftin Martyr, the firft of the platonizing 
chriftians, did not content himfelf with that 
plain and juft account of the principles 
of Platonifm, which has been defcribed 
above, though he does not feem^ to afcribe 
fo much to Plato as others did. He fays, 
that '' Plato learned from Mofes what he 

*' called a third principle, viz. the 

** fpirit (which, Mofes faid, moved upoa 
/' the face of the waters) for he gives the 
'' fecond place to the logos, which was with 
*' God, and the third tp the fpirit, which 
f^ is faid to have moved upon the waters^/* 

There is more of perfonification in the 
following account of the principles of Plato 
by Tertullian : '' We have faid that God 

* H ^ccfpYKra^ 0% 'sscivla, w3e ja Thalcovo^ • roa-iiliov acrcov d^iafaviu^ 

i^ ^apa Toi^ S-irryHfd^voig aula. In Cclfum, lib. I. p. 11. 

_ t Kai TO siTTEiv avlov rpikv^ bwu\ cog 'mpo^iTTOfjLEV, ETTova rm 

' v^cclcoVfaveyva imo MotaEOig sipnixsvov £7ri(peps<r^aL to ts ^eh 'ssvev^jlo^ . 

l^Evlspav fASV yap x^p^v tco 'zjapa Beh Tsoyu^ ov kex^ckj^ou ev tw ^sexvli 

tpi^ h^mi • wxj TpilYflf^ Tw ^5x^£y7< BTrtfEpEcT^ou Tw v^cSl mEUpLolty 

tlTTW, Apol. I. p. 87. 

*. .: - •'formed 
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*' formed the world by his word, rcafon, 
•' and power. According to your philo- 
•' fophers, alfo, the logos ^ that is, tht fermo^ 
*' and ratio^ was the maker of the univerfe. 
*' Zcno calls him the perfon that formed 
*' all things. The fame which is called 
^^f^t^p and Gocf^ and the mind of Jupiter^ 
•' and the necejjity of all things *." Origen 
fays, the Brachmans acknowledged the logos 
for a God -f . 

Conftantine, commending the doftrine of 
Plato, fays, that *• befides the principal 
•* God, he made a fecond Gsd^ fubfervient 
•• to him, being two in number, but both 
" one in perfection j the fubftance of the 
•* fecond god being derived from that of 
*' the principal one, and being the imme- 
" diate maker and governor of all things, 

* Jam cdixtinus Deuxn univcriitatem hanc mundi verbo 
et radonc ct virtute moUtum. Apud veftros quoquc fa- 
ptcotcs, AOrON, id eft, fcrmonem atque rationcm conftat 
anificcm videri univerfitatis. Hunc enim Zcno detcnhi- 
nat faflitatorcfn, qui cunfb in difpofitione formaverit. 
Eundcm ct fatum Tocari, ct dcum« ct animum Jovis, ct 
occcffitatefn omiuum rerum. Apol. fcfl. 21. p. 19. 

f Aax' tra aa%H 9i®" X^y®-, Philofophumcna, p. 1 59; 

Tm ii T9V >07c. , cv Sfcv cic^io^M^iv. Ibidt p. 1 64 . 

D 3 ** fubjcdt 
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** fubjcd to the order of the firft, stnd re- 
** ferring the origin of all things' to him. 
•* The logos himfelf being God/is likcwifc 
•* the fon of God. For what other appcl- 
*Mation befidcs that oi fon can be given 
** him, without great impiety ? For he 
** who is the father of all is juftly called 
** the father of his own logos.' So far 
" Plato thought juftly ♦/* 

Thus it fhould feem, that as chriftians 
advanced in their doftrine of the perfoni- 
ficatibn of the logos, they afcribed it to 
Plato with more confidence than thofe who 
had gone before them. " You fpeak/* 
fays Auftin, ^* of a Father and his Son, 
** whom you call the divine intelledt, or 
'* mind, and the middle principle between 
** thefc, by whom we fuppofe you mean 

Hffytg ^ng Ofji/polipcdV TsKohJo^^ mg rs aaiag t& hvlEfn Sa uy ima^if» 
tocwng vc T8 'Ojpw/a • avlog ya^ euv itifjuispyog jy ^omkg rm or^Vy 
irH^voli u^epavalkSim)^ • oh fjjl exeiwvy ratg vtiiVH 'STpora^iO'tv vjmf^ 
TfT/iO'ag^ mvaSiav thj rav isavlm (rvaraaEOig sig sHeivov avaTrtfjtTrst, 

O Sf Xo7og oLulog ^eog avj aiP.:g rv^xfiwii ^ $£» 'soug . 'arwov yof ay 
Tif ovofAa aula 'SiepiliOsig wct^a mv 'sr^oavryo^iav t» 'craiJbf, hk av ra 
lisyK-a eiaiMtplavot ' e yap roi rav vavlav 'sahup^ }^ ru <3i» Aoys ^umeog 
cQf 'oiakp vo{ju(oilo. MBxpt fiev ay rnk Ibakv aoffcav nv, Oratio, 
cap. 9. p. 684. 

^ the 
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^' the holy fpirit i and, after your manner, 
** you call them three gods *." But it has 
been fcen that what the Platonlfls generally 
meant by the Jba^ or the ciiJJ, was the vi-* 
fible world. 

However, the later cbriftian writers had 
no more doubt about the principles of Plato 
than about their own, and it is remarkable, 
how very nearly they make them approach to 
each other. Cyril of Alexandria afferts, that 
*' Plato (ays, it is plain that the firft God is 
^^ immoveable, but the fecond, on the con« 
'* trary, is in motion. The firft is cm- 
'^ ployed about intelligible things, the fc-* 
^* cond about things intelligible and fen^ 
^« fiblcf /' Again he fays, *' Plato calls 
^' the fupreme God the good^ and fays that 



patrem ct ejus fiTium, quern Tocas paternum 
issttDcAum feu mentem ; et horum medium, quern puta- 
mus te diccre fpiritum lanSum. et more veftro appcllas 
cm Deos. Dc Civitate Dei, lib; 10. cap. 29. Opera, 
Tol. 5. p. 589. 

^ mfS^ dto( tem traK, o 3t SofZifo; ^imoCUt fn icarifUf^ , o fuv 

Coptn Julianam, lib. 3. Julian! Opera, vol, 2* p- 98. 

D 4 *' nouSf 



40 Cbrijiian Platonifm. Book. II* 

** nous, the immediate maker of the world, 
'* fprung from him, the firft God being 
•* immoveable. He alfo introduces a third, 
•* viz. the foul, by v^hich he fays every 
** thing was moved and animated*/' 

Laftly, in his account of the principles 
of Plato, after fpeaking oitbe good^ he (ays, 
** From him is generated nous (which is 
** perfedted by the contemplation of him) 
** whom they call a fecond God, and the 
•* maker of the world. Him they make 
** fubordinate, and place in the fecond rank. 
** The third they make the foul of the 
'* world, which had nothing from itfelf, 
** but is made more divine by its relation 
** to the nous^ and ftronger with refpeS to 
^* its quickening power. +." He fays that 

a!»a?^tfji4/ai i/sy, ;|^ thIov bivou tof 'z^^exn ra xoafno ivi/juiifiyov ofh^ 

juvsta^M T^ )^ E'i.uxcoo'^M ptcri. Contra Julianum, lib. 4, 
Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 147. 

mgo^ aulov Beojfia TO^iafjLevov, ov Sij >^ isulspov crofjioiaai^cv^ )y 'Et^- 

js 'Zff^«7s Hola^^i^ovlai . ;^ /t*»jv ;^ t^ithv ^^oyoTroiHO-t m HO(r/jui iJ'i'XW, 

iff8iT7cv;5 



JMH 
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** Prophyry, explaining the dodrine of 
** Plato, extends the divine effence to three 
** hypoftafes ; the firft being the Supreme 
** Being, or the good ^ the fecond the de- 
^* miurgus ; and third the foul of the world, 
** extending the divinity even to this prin* 
*^ciple*." 

As the chriftians were admirers of Pla- 
tonifm, fo we find that fome of the Pla- 
tonifts were admirers of that part of the 
chriftian fyftem which was formed after 
the model of Plato ;^and that they were 
. particularly ftruck with -the introdudion 
to the gofpel of John, as interpreted by 
the Platonic chriftians. Bafil, fpeaking 
of the firft verfes of John's gofpel, fays, 
that he knew many heathen philofophers, 
who admired them, and copied them into 

HfBirlovoL vHv ^eiols^av a'jrols^xfisvnvy 3^ wpo; ye to ii/va^^au (aoTroieiv 
e^^ufjLsvere^av. Ibid. lib. 8. vol. 2« p. 270. 

VTToroccreav^ Tw th ^sia 'ZDpQSA^siv ao'uxv ' sivai h rov i^sv avcJIala ^sov 
rayaBov * fier emov 5e )^ hule^ov tov Srj/^ciap'oy • r^ilov Ss )y mv T» 
Hoa-fAis if'^xw. ax,^i ya§ 4'^X*'?^ '^^ Sew7>j7a '^lrfO£^^£iv. Con. 
Jul. lib. I. Juliani Open, vol. 2. p. 34. He repeats the 
ftme, p. 271. 

their 
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their own writings^." Audm fays that a 
«^ Platonic philofopher^ faid that the intro- 
^^ dudlion to John's gofpel ought to be 
*' written in letters of gold^ and hung up 
** in all churches -f-.*' Theodoret fays that 
Plutarch, Numenius^ and others, after the 
appearance of our Saviour, inferted in their 
own difcourfes many things from the chrif* 
tian theology J. 

Upon the whole, it muft appear that, in 
reprefenting the principles of Platonifm, 
the chriAian Fathers leaned too much to 
the objed which they had in view, and 

tfiulcP^iflKLTt^^mirttliai. Horn. |6. Opera, vol. i. p. 432. 

i Quod initium rindt evangclii, cui nomen eft fectindum 
Joannem, quidem Plaronicui — Auren litcrU coofcribcD* 
dum, et per omncs ecclcfias in locis eminentiffimis propo- 
rcndum cfle diccbat. Dc Qviiate Dei, lib. JO. cap. 29« 
Openu Yol. 5. p. 59a. 

ty TOK €0^sti ten TiK rAm iif9«c|^ • ^lAi yaf inrm^n TAfpg 
i^AMT nrif <»f lAv uki ytKftnm t% xfmcmaDi; SteVricsc wiMa T9k 
odtfMK em^iw >r)r« . De GrccU Affc^bus, Difp. a* voL 
4. p. 750. £d. LipLe* 

made 
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made more of the perfonlfication of the 
divine nous^ or logos^ than the Platonifts 
themfelves had ever done. The latter pro- 
bably meant nothing more than a mere 
figure of fpeech^ when they fpakc of the 
nous^ or logos^ as a perfon ^ but in the hands 
of the chriftian Fathers, it became a fub- 
flantial fecond God, at iirft derived from 
the Supreme Beings dependent upon hit 
wilU and fubje^ to his orders, but after-» 
wards in all refpcdts ec^ual to himfelf. 



CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IL 

Of the Generation of the Son from the Father. 

SECTION I. 

7be Boarine of the Platonizing Fathers coneermng 
she Generation of the Sow, as /he fa end Perfon im 
the trinity ^ fiated. 

TX7 E have fccn what notions the chrif- 

tian Fathers entertained of the y?f^iii/ 

principle^ in what has been called the Pla* 

tonic trinity, viz, the divine nous^ or logos^ 

which properly fignifics the divine m/W, 

reafon, or 'wifdom^ that power by means 

of which God produced the vifibic world. 

This they confidcred as a real perfon, a 

fccond GcJ, the fon of the firft God. There 

is much indillindtnefs and confufion in the 

doctrine of the Platonifts themfclves on 

this fubjedl ; but all this confufion pre- 

fcntly vanished in the eyes of the chrilVian 

Fathers ; who, feeing how excellently that 

hypothcfis was calculated to anfwer their 

purpofc 
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purpofc of exalting the pcrfonal dignity of 
their mailer, did not hefitate to maintain 
that this fecond principle, the attribute, and 
the only cffcdlive and operative attribute, of 
the Divine Being, was that which aftuatcd 
Jcfus Chrift, and might be {aid to be Chrift. 
To complete this fcheme, it was nccef. 
lary that this operative principle in the 
Deity, (hould aflume ^xo^v fuhftantial per^ 
fcnalUy^ bccaufe Jcfus Chrift always re^ 
maincd a proper per/on^ as much as any 
other intelligent being, and is always to 
continue fo. And they were much aifiiled 
in doing this, by the principles of Philo, 
-which have been explained above, viz. 
that the divine logos could aflume occa^ 
JLnal perfonality^ to anfwcr particular pur- 
pofes, and then be reforbed into the Divine 
Being again. For the thing itfclf being 
admitted to be pojjible for a timet there was 
no great difficulty in fuppofing, farther, 
that what had been temporary, might be 
perpetual; and therefore, that the logos, 
having been occaflonally emitted from the 
divine mind, and having had a proper 
power, and a proper fphere of adion to 

ilfclf. 
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itfelf, might for ever remain poffeflcd of 
them, and be for ever attached to a real 
man, as it had been fuppofed to have been 
attached to v^hat had the appearance of a 
man, and even to have eaten and drank like 
a man, in the intercourfe with Abraham 
and the patriarchs. 

But the doftrine of the occafional emijjion 
of this divine principle preceded that of the 
permanent perfonality among chriftians, and 
continued to be held by many perfons 
after the latter came to be the received 
opinion. The firft mention of this idea 
occurs in the writings of Juftin Martyr, 
who is likewife the firft that can be proved 
to have adopted the dodlrine of the per- 
manent perfonality of the logos. He men- 
tions it as an opinion which he did not 
approve; but it is remarkable, that he 
mentions it without any particular cenfure, 
fo that it could not have been confidered as 
an heretical doiSrine. 

The opinion that is defcribed by Juf- 
tin Martyr, was the fame that was held 
by Marcellus of Ancyra, and other learn- 
ed chriftians, who Were properly enough 

1 ranked 
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ranked among unitarians. For, accord- 
ing to them the logos was nothing more 
than a divine power ^ voluntarily emitted 
by the Supreme Being ; and though in 
fome fenfe detached from himfelf, was en- 
tirely dependent upon him, and taken into 
himfelf again at pleafure, when the purpofc 
of its emiffion had been anfwered. On this 
fcheme, the logos, it might have been faid, 
would have been a perfon at the creation 
of the world, and again when it was em- 
ployed in the divine intercourfe with the 
patriarchs, in the intervals of which it was 
deprived ^of its perfonality, and that it re- 
covered it again at the baptifm of Chrift ; 
then, after afliftirtg him to perform thofe 
things to which human power was unequal, 
was reforbed into the Divine Being again ^ 
juft as a ray of light was, in thofe days, fup- 
pofed to be drawn back into the fun, as the 
fountain of light, from which it had been 
emitted. This dodlrinc, therefore, may be 
called Philofophtcal Unitarianifm^ of which 
a farther account will be given hereafter. 
At prefent I only confider it as a ftep to- 
wards the dodtrine of permanent perfonality^ 

which 
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which probably commenced with Juftin 
Martyr, and what might contribute to ren- 
der it more plaufible. 

This doftrine would certainly appear lefs 
alarming to men of plain underftanding ; 
for it could not be faid that, upon this 
principle, any new beings was introduced. 
For z mere fowery occafionally, emitted, and 
then taken back again into its fource, could 
not copie under that defcription. Accord- 
i^g}y9 it appears that Marcellus, who held 
that opinion, was confidered as an unitarian, 
and was popular among the lower people, 
who continued to be unitarians; whereas 
they took the greateft alarm at the dodrine 
of the permanent perfonality of the logos, 
cortfidering it as the introduftion of an^ 
other God^ and therefore, as an infringe- 
ment of the firft and greateft command- 
ment. 

It was to avoid this great difficulty that 
the chriftian Fathers held fo obftin^tely as 
they did to the doctrine of Chrift being 
nothing more than the logos^ or the proper 
reafon^ wifdom, or power of the Father, 
though it contributed exceedingly to em* 

barrafs 
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barrafs their fcheme. The Platonifta had 
no difficulty at ail on this account, as they 
had np meafures to keep with unitarians* 
but rather wiihed to ftand well with thofe 
who held a multiplicity of gods. They* 
therefore* never pretended that their three 
principles were one^ or refolvabic into one. 
This is obferved by Auftin and others. 
But the chriilian Fathers were not fo miich 
at liberty. They were under a neceflity of 
maintaining the unity'ofGoditi fome fenfe or 
other* at all events* that being the funda«- 
mcntal principle 'of their religion* and a 
principle that was mod ftriAly adhered to 
by the common people. 

On this account we find them particu- 
larly careful* on all occafions* to aflert that* 
though they confidered Chrift as God* it 
was not as another GoJ^ diftindt from the 
Father* but only the logos y or reafon^ o£ 
the Father himfelf ; and* therefore* ftriAly 
fpeaking* one with him* as much as the 
reafon of any nun was the fame thing with 
the man himfelf. On this account, alfo* 
thofe who called themfelves orthodox, were 
fo ready to charge the Arians with holding 

Vol. II. E the 
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the do&rine of two Gods i becaufe the logos 
of the Arians was a being created out of 
nothing, and had a different origin from 
the God that made him ; whereas their lo- 
gos had always exiiled as the reafon of the 
eternal Father^ and therefore they thought 
themfelves well fecured againd any retort 
of tlie fame accufation from others. 

Being thus obliged to keep clear of the 
dodrine of two Gods^ they Were under a 
neceifity of maintaining that the logos was 
nothing more than the reafon, or operative 
faculty of the Father ; at the (ame time that 
they maintained that it was a diftind pcrfoa 
from him, which is a dodtrine fo manifeftly 
abfurd, that at this day it requires the plaineil 
evidence of its having been entertained at 
alL However, the dread of introducing two 
Cods, and the accufations of their adver* 
farics, cfpecially of the common people^ 
for whom they could not but have great 
refpe^ gave them fuch abundant occafion 
to explain their real principles, and fo much 
of their writings on this fubjeA are dill ex« 
tant, that we cannot mifunderiland their 
meaning. 

It 
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It is notfoffible either by the ufe of plain 
words, or of figurative language, to e-xprefs 
this mofl: abfurd notion, viz. that the logos^ 
or they3;7, which was afterwards a real fer^ 
Joriy was originally nothing more than a 
mere attribute of the father ^ more, clearly 
than they do. For, according to the moil 
definite language that men can ufe, the lo- 
gos, as exifting in the Father, and prior to the 
creation, was in the opinion of thofe chrif- 
tian Fathers (who, in their own age, and even 
till long after the council of Nice, were con-^ 
iidered as orthodox) the fame thing in him 
as reafon is in man, which is certainly no 
proper perfon^ diftinguifliable from the man 
himfelf. Will common fenfe permit us to 
fay, that the man is one perfon, or thing, 
and his reafon another, not comprehended 
in the man ? In like manner, it is impofli- 
ble not to infer from the uniform language 
of the early chriftian writers that, according 
to their ideas, there was originally nothing 
in, or belonging to the Son^ but what was 
necefi^arily contained in the Father. 

Paflages without end may alfo be felefted 
from the moft approved of the Fathers to . 

E % (hew 



52 Generation of the Son Book IL 

(hew, in the cleared manner, that as the di- 
vinity which they then afcribed to Chrift 
was the very fanM principle which had con* 
ftitiited the wi/Hom, and other operative pow^ 
ers, of God the Father, fo what they called 
the generation of the Son, was the com- 
mencement of a ftate of adtual perfonality 
in the logos; whether in time» as was 
thought by fome, or from all eternity^ as 
was held by others ; an opinion which was 
afterwards received as the eftabliflied doc- 
trine on the fubje<St. 

I fludl not produce a tenth part of the 
authorities that might eafily have been fe« 
leded to prove thefe proportions ; nor one 
half of thofe which I have adually colleded 
for the purpoic; but they will be abun- 
dantly fufficient to put an end to all the 
doubts that can have been entertained oa 
the fubjcd, efpecially zs they will be ex- 
traded from writers of the mod unquef- 
tioned orthodoxy, from Juftin Martyr, to 
thofe of a very Ute period in the chriftiaa 
hiftory. 



SEC- 



Chap. IL fmm the Father. 53 



SECTION IL 

Autboritks for tbis Opinion from Jufin 

Martyr to Origen. 

I^R O M a careful perufal of the writings 
of Juftin, I cannot help thinking that he 
was the firfl, or one of the firft, who ad- 
vanced the dodrine of the permanent per- 
fonality of the logos. He feems to write 
as if this was the cafe ; and it is alfo certain^ 
that he was the oldeft of the authorities for 
the pre-exiftence of Chrift quoted by the 
anonymous author in Eufebius, as will be 
ihewQ hereafter. Juftin fays, ^^ Jefus Chrift 
is the only proper fon of God, being his 
logos, firft born, and powerful ♦." Had 
he meant any other principle than the very 
logos which was an attribute of the. Father, 
be would have faid a hgos^ or the hgos, and 
not 6ts logos. But I quote this palTage not 
as the mod explicit, but as the firft in the 

E 3 writings 
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writings of Juftin in which this fentimcnt 
appears. He likewife fays, ^^ Mofes in- 
^' forms us that the fpirit, and a power 
*• which was from God, is no other than 
*' the logos who was the firft begotten of 
<« God*/' Some other charafters which 
Juftin imagined the logos to aflume are 
mentioned in the following paflage. *' The 
" logos of God is alfo called his Son. He 
'* is likewife called an angel, and an apoftle, 
'* or one fent by another," quoting the 
words of our Saviour^ '* He that heareth 
V me heareth him that fent me+Z* 

But the following larger extract from 
Juftin fhews . moft diftinctly that, in his 
idea, the logos of God bore the fame rela- 
tion to God, that the logos, or reafon, of 
man bears to man, and that this principle 
was, in his opinion, the medium of all the 
divine copimunications from God to man 

* To 'smufjia uv i^ mv ^uvfjuv 7n» tsa^ ^m des ni^ a>M yoncrat 
^£lMgy n 70V hoyov^ o; j^ 's^pcaloloK^ to ^sa sn, Muvav^ o 'zdw3€3>j>«- 
fAsv®' wpog>nlfi$ sfAYivvcTE* Apol. i:p. 54. 

f O 7^/®- 5e T« Sf « eriv o vio$ caJla^ «5 'sspOEpifASV . j^ af/t)^®' dk 
HOhsilpu^ }y amoTOh®- ' otvlog yap a'7r^ye>^i oca ht yvwa^3wa/, fC a'TTo^ 
i'i>^\£lai iMnmrm oaa arye^^ai^ ag x) aul®" o uvpto^ tifjuov eiirBv^ a e^ju^ 
Mum oHeei t« a'TTorzi'Nxil®' fee. Ibid.- p. 95. 
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from the beginning of the world. '^ I will 

*^ fliew youJfrom the fcriptures, that in the 

** beginning, before all creatures, God pro- 

*^ dueed from himfelf a rational power, 

** which is called by the holy fpirit, the 

** ^lory of God, fometimes the Son, fome- 

times wifdom, fometimes an angel, fqme-* 

times God, fometimes Lord, and logos • 

'* Sometimes he calls himfelf commander in, 

*^ chief having appeared in the form of a 

*^ man to Joftiua, He has thefe names 

** from his being fubfervient to his Father's 

^* will, and from being produced at his Fa- 

^^ ther's pleafure, fuch as we experience 

^* in ourfelves. For, on our uttering any 

«• word (i. e. logos) we generate a logos, 

^^ not that any thing is cut oflf from us fo 

*' that we are diminiflfcd by that means; 

*' but as we fee one fire lighted by another^ 

*' that not being diminifhed from which 

^* it was lighted, but continuing the fame. 

** In proof of this, I can produce the word 

'^ of wifdom, {hewing that he is a God pro- 

'* duced from the Father of all, being the 

^* logos, the wifdom, the power, and the 

*' glory of him that generated him j and 

E 4 ^' Solomon 
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itfcif, might for ever remain poflefTed of 
them, and be for ever attached to a real 
man, as it had been fuppofed to have been 
attached to what had the appearance of a 
man and even to have eaten and drank like 
a man, in the intercourfe with Abraham 
and the patriarchs. 

But the doflrine of the occafional emijjion 
of this divine principle preceded that of the 
permanent perfonality among chriftians, and 
continued to be held by many pcrfons 
after the latter came to be the received 
opinion. The firfl mention of this idea 
occurs in the writings of Juilin Martyr, 
who is likcwife the firft that can be proved 
to have adopted the doArine of the per* 
manent perfonality of the logos. He men* 
tions it as an opinion which he did not 
approve; but it is remarkable, that he 
mentions it without any particular cenfure, 
fo that it could not have been confidered as 
an heretical do&rine. 

The opinion that is defcribed by Juf* 
tin Martyr, was the fame that was held 
by Marcellus of Ancyra, and other learn- 
ed chriftiansj who were properly enough 

1 ranked 
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ranked among unitarians. For^ accord- 
ing to them the logos was nothing more 
than a divine power^ voluntarily emitted 
by the Supreme Being; and though in 
fome fenfe detached from himfclf, was en- 
tirely dependent upon him, and taken into 
himfelf again at pleafure, when the purpofe 
of its emiffion had been anfwered. On this 
fcheme, the logos, it might have been faid, 
would have been a perfon at the creation 
of the world, and again when it was em- 
ployed in the divine intercourfe with the 
patriarchs, in the intervals of which it was 
deprived of its perfonality, and that it re- 
covered it again at the baptifm of Chrift ; 
then, after afliftiAg him to perform thofc 
things to which human power was unequal, 
was reforbed into the Divine Being again; 
juft as a ray of light was, in thofe days, fup- 
pofed to be drawn back into the fun, as the 
fountain of light, from which it had been 
emitted. This doctrine, therefore, may be 
called PbUofopbical Unitarianifm^ of which 
a farther account will be given hereafter. 
A{ prefent I only confider it as a ftep to- 
wards the do^rine of permanent perfonality^ 

which 
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perfoni and indeed it is very pofUble that, 
without attending to it, he might revert to 
the original meaning of the word logos^ ex- 
prefling himfelf as an unitarian would have 
done. But the following paflage puts it 
out of all doubt that this writer confidered 
the logos as a real perfon, but originally 
nothing more than an attribute of the Fa- 
ther. Speaking of the voice which Adam 
heard in Paradife, be fays, ** What is it but 
^* the logos of God, which is alfo his Son, 
^* but not as the poets and mythologifts 
** think of fons of God produced by copu- 
^* lation, but really confidering the logos as 
** being at all time$ in the heart of God; 
** for before any thing was made he had 
^* him for his counfellor, being his own 
^' mind and underftanding. Wherefore 
•* when God chofe to make what he had 
*^ devifed, he generated his logos, then put 
** forth the firft begotten of all creation, 
** not depriving himfelf of logos, but gene- 
*' rating logos, and always converfing with 
" his own logos*," 

* 4>aw»» 3i Ti a»D £ny, ox^ y[ ^07®- th ^w, o; en j^ woj aula. 
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barrafs their fcheme. The Platonifta had 
no difficulty at all on this account, as they 
had no meafures to keep with unitarians* 
but rather wiihed to ftand well with thofe 
who held a multiplicity of gods. They* 
therefore, never pretended that their three 
ftinciples were oney or refolvabic into one. 
This is obferved by Auftin and others. 
But the chriilian Fathers were not fo rniich 
at liberty. They were under a neceffity of 
maintaining the unity of God in fome fenfe or 
other, at all events, that being the funda«- 
mcntal principle 'of their religion, and a 
principle that was mod ftriAly adhered to 
by the common people. 

On this account we find them particu- 
larly careful, on all occafions, to aflert that* 
though they confidered Chrift as God, it 
was not as another God, diftindt from the 
Father, but only the logos^ or reafon^ of 
the Father himfelf ; and, therefore, ftrlAly 
fpeaking, one with him, as much as the 
realbn of any nun was the fame thing with 
the man himfelf On this account, alfo, 
thofe who called themfelves orthodox^ were 
fo ready to charge the Arians with holding 

Vol. II. E the 
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that the Son, when produced, was the fource 
from which other things were made. 

In this pafTage, as the writer explains 
what he meant by God having always bad 
the logos in himjelf by faying, that he 
was always Aoyix©*, that is, a rational inteU 
ligent beings he certainly meant to intimate, 
that before *the generation of the logos, 
it was the very fame principle in God, 
that reafon is in man, being his proper 
njoifdom, or intelligence^ one of his altri* 
butes ; and it was never imagined, that 
thcire were proper diftindl perfons in the 
mind of man^ merely becaufe man is ^tfyu^^ 
rational. The very expreffion excludes the 
idea, and mufl have been intended to ex- 
clude it. 

Clemens Alexandrinus has been thought 
by fome to favour the Arian principle, of 
the logos being a creature^ made out of nothing i 
but it will appear by the following paf- 
fages, that nothing could be farther from 

ra KHipolEpa m auloig^ iha t^ evBfyiict eivau zrpoihBaJV • awaiei h ra 
horya iy to vrpo^utov 'oveu/juxy Ky/?i®" yap^ pvrif^ ailiat ftf, ccpx^ 
tlS^uvauk si§ Sfya avla. Apol. p. 82* 

X his 
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his real ideas than that opinion, though the 
language in which he fometimes cxpreflcs 
the generation of the Son from the Father 
may be capable of that conftrudion. Speak- 
ing of the logos, he fays, ** He is the wif*^ 
'* dom in which the Almighty delighted : 
*^ for the Son is the power of God, as he is 
'* the moft ancient logos of the Father, be- 
^^ fore all things that were made, and his 
*^ wifdom, and efpecially the chofen teacher 
'* of thofe who were made by him *."— 
** God cannot be fliewn, nor can he teach ; 
** but the Son is wifdom, and knowledge, 
'^ and truth, and every thing of this kind-f-." 
Of all the chriftian writers of antiquity, 
none exceeded Tertullian in the confidence 
which he had in his own principles. He 
feems to have imagined that there was no 

* Ay¥Oia yap h^ txnflilau n; Sf s, tk «jpo McHaSdlhni Moaita av/j£a^ 
ytw/jLons ra valpog • etuk yap r» (ro^ia m 'aportxpapet o waAmpaktp 
ito^ . iwaiuf yap m Sctf o (/< o^, alls vpo vailw tw ye^ofuwn apxfluiy- 
laloq^oyo^'n *sfalpo^» j^ (rofiaau%' Mupiaia»J^^iainia}>os>tx^ 
7av 3i mUh w>aa^tvk)y. Strom, lib. 7. p. 703. 

cofia Tc £ri )^ c^fmfui, oT^cme, x) wa aSs^a ralat o'^iivn. Ibid. 
• Iib.4. p. 537% 

difficulty 
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difficulty whatever in comprehending them; 
and therefore he did not fear to enter into 
all the minutiae of them, in order to anfwer 
every poffible objection, or cavil. By this 
means we are in full poffeflion of his 
thoughts, as much as if we could now in-». 
terrogate him on the fubjedl; and as his 
orthodoxy with refped to the dodtrine of 
the trinity was never queftioned in his own 
age, we fee very clearly what that orthodoxy 
was. Among a number of paflages that 
I might have felefted from him for my pre- 
fent purpofe, the following, I imagine, will 
be quite fufficient. 

" Before all things, God was alone. He 
** was a world and place, and all things to 
** himfelf. He was alone, becaufe there 
*« was nothing foreign to himfelf. But 
** then he was not abfolutely alone, for he 
'* had with him, and in him, his own rea-- 
*^ fon; for God is a rational being. This 
** the Greeks called logos^ which word we 
** tranflatey^r;K(? [fpeech] and therefore, we, 
*' through fimplicity, are accuftomed to 
*' fay that fermo was from the beginning 

** with 
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<* with God, when wc ought to have pre- 

** fcrrcd the word ratio [rcafonl becaufe 

«* God was from the beginning rationalis 

** [a being endued with rcafon] not fer^ 

•* monaHs [endued with fpcech] and becaufe 

•• fpeech, confiding with reafon, has it as 

•* its fubftance. This, however, makes no 

*• difference. For though God had not 

•* yet emitted his word, he had it with- 

** in himfclf, together with his reafon, 

and in his reafon, (ilently thinking and 

contriving within himfelf what he was 

*' about to pronounce by his fpcech. For 

** thinking, and difpofing with his reafon, 

** he made ihzt Jpeech^ which he treated with 

•* fpeech. That you may the more cafily 

•' underftand this from yourfclf, confider, 

** as you are made in the image and after 

•* the likenefs of God, the reafon which 

«* you have in yourfelf, who are a rational 

** creature, not only made by a rational ar- 

*' tificer, but animated by his fubflance. 

•* Confider that when you filently mufc 

*• with yourfelf, reafon is adting within 

** you, that principle concurring with 

•* fpcech 
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«* fpeech to every thought and fenfation. 
«* Whatever you think is fermo [fpeech] 
•* and whatever you perceive is ratio [reafon] 
** — . How much more doth this take 
place in the mind of^ God, of whom you 
are the image and likencfs, that he has 
" in himfelf when he is lilent, reafon^ and 
*' in reafon Jpeech. J may, therefore, ven- 
•• ture to affert, that God, before the con- 
** ttitution of the univerfe, was not alone 5 
•* as he had then reafon within himfelf, 
** and in reafon fpeech, which he could 
** make a fecond principle from himfelf, 
** by ading within himfelf*." 

* Ante omnia enim Deus erat folus, ipfe fibi et mun- 

cla$, et locus, et omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud ex- 

trinfecus prxter ilium. Ceterum, ne tunc quidem (blus; 

habebat enim fetum, quam habebat in femetipfo; r^- 

tionem fuam fcilicet. Rationalis etiam Deus, et ratio in 

ipfo prius } et ita ab ipfo omnia. Quas ratio, fenfus ipflu^ 

eft. Hanc Graeci >jayw dicunt, quo vocabulo etiam fer- 

monem appellamus. Ideoque jam in ufu eft noftrorum, 

per (implicitatem interpretationis, fermonem dicere in pn* 

mordio, apud Deum fuiiTe 5 cum magis rationem coni- 

petat antiquiorem haberi ; quia non fermonalis a principio, 

fed rationalis Deus etiam ante principium ; et quia ipte 

quoque fermo ratione confiftens, priorem earn, utfubftan- 

tiam 
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This paflage needs no comment. At 
leaft what I have obferved with refped to the 
quotation from Athenagoras will be quite 
fufficient for it, the kryn^ of the Greek 
writer being the iame thing with the r^- 
ticnalis of the Latin author. I (hall only 



tiim ruam oQendat. Tamen et Cc nihil incereft. Nam 
ctfi Deus nondum fermonem Aium mtferat, proinde eum 
cum ip(a eC in ipfa radone \nxx% remetipruin habebat, tacice 
cogitando ct difponendo fccuoiy quae per fermonem mox 
crac difiurut. Cum rattone enim fua cogitan$ atque dif* 
poncna, fermonem eam eSciebat, quam fermooe tradabat. 
Uque quo facilius inCelligas ex te ipfo, ante recognofce ut 
ex imagine ct fimilitudinc Dei, quam habeas et tu in temet 
ipib ndonem, qui es animal rationale, a rationali fdlicct 
aidfice non tantum (adus, fed etiam ex fubftanua ipfiui 
antmatus. Vide quum tacitus tecum ipfc €ongrederia» 
ntione hoc ipfum agi intra te« occurrente ea tibi cum fer. 
mone ad omnem cogitatus tui motum, et ad omnem fenfua 
tui pulfum. Quodcumque cogitaveris^ fermo eft ; quod* 
cwnque fcnferis^ ratio eft. — Quanto ergo plenios hoc 
agtttir in Deo, cujus tu quoque imago et fimilitudo cen- 
ferts, quod hab«it in fe etiam Cacendo rationem, et in ra- 
tionc fera)onem? Poflum itaque non temere prxftruxifle, 
cc tone Deom ante unireriitatis conftitudonem fohim non 
habentem in fcmedpfo proinde radonem| et in ra* 
fermonem, quern fccoodom a fe fiMerct, agitando 
fe. Ad PnuMm^feft. 5« Opera, p. 50> 

Vol. II. F give 
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give two other extracts from this writer, 
which clearly fhew what, in his idea, waS 
the true origin of what is called the fecond 
principle in the trinity. ** Chrift/' he fays, 
** is the power of God, and the fpirit of 
^* God, the fpeech, the wifdom, the reafon, 
''and the Son of God V 

That, in the opinion of Tertullian, it was 
Chrift who was the immediate maker of 
the world, cannot be queflioned, and yet in 
the following palTage the power by which 
it was made, is defcribed as the proper in- 
herent power of God the Father. " You 
f' fee how by the operation of God all 
'* things confift, in the power of making 
*' the earth, the wifdom of preparing the 
'* world, and the underftanding of extend- 
'* ing the heavens ; not appearing only, nor 
'' approaching, but exerting fuch force of 
*' his mind, wifdom, power, underftanding^ 
*' word, fpirit, power+/' 



* Ut Dei virtus, et Dei fpiritus, et fermo, et fapicntia, 
et ratio, et Dei filius. Apol. fe£b. 23. Opera, p. 23. 

, i* Vides ergo quemadmodum operatione Dei univerfa 
confifhint) valentia facientis terrain, intelligentia parantis 

orbem^ 
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Cyprian, who ufually called Tertulliani 
his maftcr, follows him in exprefling ex- 
adly the fame ideas. ** Chrift/* he lays, 
*^ is the power of Ood^ his reafon, his 
*^ wifdom, and glory. He, defcending into 
*• the virgin's womb> put on flcfli by the 
** aid of the Holy Spirit* He is God 
*• mixed with man. He is our God, and 
'* Chrift, who being the mediator of the 
** two, put on man to bring him to the 
** Father*/' 

orbem, et fenfu extendcntis ccclum : non adparentis fo- 
lummodoi nee adpropinquantis, fed adhibentis tantos ani« 
mi fui nifus, fophiam, valentiaih, fenfum, fermonem, fpi- 
ritum, virtutem. Adi Hermogenem, fea.4^. Opera, p* 

♦ Hujus igitiir indulgentia, gratis^ difciplihaeque arbiter ' 
ct magifter, fermo et filius Dei mittitur, qui per propbetas 
omnes retroj illiminator et doftor humani generis pr^di-t 
cabatur. Hie eft virtus Dei, hie ratio, hie fapientia ejus>^ 
et gloria, tiie in virginem illabitur ;' eairnem, fpiritu 
fanfto eooperahte, induitur; Deus earn hofiiine mifcetun 
Hie Detis nofier, hie Chriflus eft, qui mediator dudrum, 
hominem induit, quern perdue^ ad patrenif De Idolonun 
Vanitate, Opera, p. 15* 
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SECTION III. 

Authorities from Origen, and other Writer t 
fubfequent to him ; with an Account of other 
Attributes of the Father ^ bejiies that of 
Wifdom^ which Chrijl isfaid to have been. 

/^HIGEN, as well as Clemens Akxan^ 
drinus, has been thought to favour 
the Arian principle; but he did it only 
in words, and not in ideas, as will* be evi- 
dent from the following paflages; and 
many more to the fame purpofe might 
have been extraded from his writings^ 
Though we fpeak,'* he fays, ** of zfecond 
God^ we mean nothing more than a vir- 
^* tuc fcoroprehending all virtues, and a 
^* reafon comprehending all reafon, for th« 
^^ good of the whole, which we fay is 
*' united to the foul of Jefus -, which we 
*f fay was alone capable of partaking of 
" this perfed rejifon, perfe<a wifdom^ and 
*' perfc<a virtue*/' " God^ according to 

^^ 71 T^ptfUVf n tw mfi&Satvf^ nt^m apkv o^V, ^ tov mtgi^ 

SfOuU9 
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^* us, can do nothing without his Jogos, 
'' or without himfelf*." '^ All thit are 
" God's are la Chrift. ^ He is the power pf 
" God, he is the righteoufnefs of God, he 
^^ is fan^ification, he is redemption, he is 
^^the mind of Godf." ** He is f/4Mx®^ 
"<ro^«:f." [living wt/dom] An expreflion 
fimilar to this is ufed in the creed afcribed 
to Gregory Thaumaturgus, who was a dif- 
ciple of Oirigen. The creed, however, by 
the credulous fuperftjtion of the age, was 
faid to come from the apoftle John. Th6re 
the Son of God is cal}ed coptct v^grw^, fub- 
ftantial wifdom||. 

&Smov wceylo^ iflivoaiof ^oys tuv KcSa pwrt^ t^ 'vpmySfJt^pf^ 'yeyBmfiisvw 
^ °f Xp^^M^ '^ 'ssoc^o^j rffi/(i9^ PVTiva tth InoTi /Aa?urct wofa naa- 

^wifAsvH Tn» Oft^ (jJloxw T3 cxulohoyHy k; Tn; a^oa-ofta^^ x; trig 
aJldiiMouocrvm' Ad Celfum, lib. 5. p, Z58. 

* Ax^a, jy uaSt' nit^asj 2^£V lori ma^oO^w^ nk mag scuHov, 
ffyc(ffa7^ai grty Scoj. Ibid. p. 247. 

t Uavia yog oerif m Sea Touxula^ ev av7« cnv* Xg^ro^ «n cofut 

•^o^w^f«J|J, cuJlo$ fgamis m Se«. In Jer. Hon). 8. Con):^ 
ttent. vol. I. p. 96. 

t In Johan. Comment vol. 2. pt 19* 

\ Qff Thaiim. Operas p. ii. 

F 3 Pufebiijs 
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Eufebius the hiftorian is another of the an- 
cients who has been thought to favour arian- 
ifm, and yet I would engage to produce more 
than a hundred paiTages from his writings, 
as well as from thofe of Origen, in which 
he clearly exprefles his opinion of the logos 
having been the proper reafon^ or wifdom, of 
God the Father. I ihall content myfelf 
Only with quoting two paflages from his trea- 
tife on the praifes of Cpnftantine, and an- 
other from his Commentary on the Pfalms. 
" Chrift is the living logos*." '' Chrift is 
*f the living and powerful logos of the God 
** who is over all, having ^ perfonal fub^ 
'* fiftence, as the power and the wifdom of 
*^ God-f-/' In his Commentary on the 
Pfalms he fays, ** the Son is the partaker of 
** the Deity and kingdom of the Father, as 
** being the only begotten Son, and logos, 
" and wiidom of God:};/' He alfo approves 

of Conftantine's faying that " before he was 

> , . . , - . ■ . • * • • • ^' 

* Ov 3)1 Km\a Xoyov^ t^ vofjtov^ ^ aofux9. P. 722. 

•j- 0HOI/ h T8 WTi 'ssceUm Km xj 6v^y»ij tnrapxfiiv T^og^ kaT ii<rtceif T8 
vpsrag^ oia dcs hvofMi t^ Ses aofia. Ibid. p. 750. 

% £^£< h rvigTii mellfOi SsohHog mvwog \maf%ii vtog^ Tfi; auhg 
pjloxo; uv S^iXeiagj ale fxcvoyewK ^^99 m f^^ea ^0(1 id den ^^ 

Colle6Uo P^trum per Montfaucon, vol. i. p. 534- 
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*^ adually generated he was virtually in the 
*^ Father ungeherated*.'* 

Athanafius, whofe orthodoxy will hardly 
be called in quefiion, held exaftly the fame 
language with Athenagoras and Tertullian ; 
and yet he does not exprefs the opinion of 
the logos having been the proper reafon of 
the Father more definitely than Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Origen, or Eufebius* 

'^ The Father of Chrift," he fays, *' as 
'* the beft governor, by his own wifdom, 
*^ and his own logos, our Lord Jefus Chrift, 
^^ governs every where happily, and orders 
^-* as he thinks proper -f-/' He fays of 
Chrift, that " he is the proper wifdom, the 
" proper logos, and the proper power of the 
**Father+." 

Agaip, fpealjing of the logos of God^ he 
^ys, ^^ it is not like the logos of a rational 
^* creature, compofed of fyllables, and ut- 

1^^ Theodoriti Hift. lib. i. cap i^. p. 40* 

•fOri ^in moSinfj ga\ HcAoTtBp ofiro^ fuGBfvnhg rn iSia trofia^ 
Xj TO) i^m Xoy6)^ TO) xupm rifAUv Inai xp*^^9 '^^ 'vaUaxfi f^vSefva <r<Slvifm^ 
3^ iioMOfffABi^ )^ ^9fEi a^ a»fiiy% Ka?\fiig s^^biv ham G}ntra Gcnten,. - 
Opera, vol. i . p. 44. 

% A^Oflo^pfWiOyh^o^'iailQ^^ Ibid, 

f 4 r tcr^d 
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*^ tercd in air^'but the living and efficacious 
** God, of the good God of all, I nacan rea- 
. ** fon itfelf, which is different from all 
** things which are made {ytvrilt^f) and from 
'< the whole creation. It is the peculiar 
*^ and only logos of the good Father, which 
^* arranged the whole fyftem, and illyuni- 
** nates it by his providence*/* 

The fame language continued to be held 
by the moft diftinguifhed champions of or- 
thodoxy after the time of Athanafiu^ Gre- 
gory Nyffen fays, ^* The Father does no- 
** thing without the Son, nor the Son with- 
** out the Father, of which we have an ex- 
•* ample in ourfelves, for the foul doed 
^* nothing without reafon, nor reafon with- 
** out the foulf." 

VOK, j^ Ev a£pi (mfAOOfOfjism^ oCh>a tw t8 aya9« ?) ^^ Toiv o>«v ^wlok 
9tai mpyn Sew, aJlo>oy(jv y^a, og oo^ /lev m rav yew^KcumfMns^ 
nng KiuTEcog . ilioq & Hcu fjLovos T8 uyc^ 'BOLlpog imapx^^ >oyo;, og roh 
To^av iieuQffiArvTZ xai faliin rs tu sav% ifffotfoia: Contra Genfes, 
Opera, vol. I. p. 44. 

+ Ovh yap xMx; $x« '^aipg* aq> bouIh KoSt bovIov, ^oisi t/, ov^g 
'sralnp 'mavlag xtopt; ra vih t^ t8 mvivixdlog—Koa 0^21 fjuav *J o/Miatf 
Tw mpyeiM ev tifuv. Ovit y«f u ^u^n ^ix<=^ Aoyy sm%?^t ti, «?£ 7^^ 
yog itxai 4'i/x>ij, Hk fAWf vug 'ma?^vica& eatHov^ x^fi^ m <^vxng ^ ts 
^07» KcilzfyaiiiM Tt. In Gen. 1. 26- Opera, vol. i. p. 865. 

2 «If 
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<* If the Son, as the fcripture fays, be 
*"* the power of God, wifdom, and truth, 
** and light, and fandlification, and peace, 
** and life, and the like, according to the 
** dodrine of the heretics*' (meaning the 
Arians) •* thefe things were riot before the 
•* Son; and thefe having no exiftehce, the 
** Father himfelf muft have been diverted 
** of all thefe advantages*/' With the 
fame idea, Ambrofe fays, ** Could the Fa-p 
** ther ever be without life, without wif- 
** dom, without power, without reafon, 
** which Chrift is +/' " He is, therefore,'* 
he fays, *^ called the wifdoncx of God, as the 
'* Father can never be thought to be with* 
*' out wifdom, that is, without his Son. 
^^ Xhis is that ineifable wifdom,^ which is 
^* described by Solomon aS the beginning of 
f^ the ways of Godj whether it be founded, 

* El yap vto^, fta^ag r\ ypct ipjj Aeysi, ^uvafju;'m $c», xj <To(pi(x^ 
a^ oXuSfw^ xj ^, x} cFyuxa-fM^, lej Ofnm, )^ {<0Yh, ij ra rotauix • -ar^o 
*» 70V vtoy £iycu^ xc&ug rotg aapilutoig hnei^ ah raula m waflag . mrty 
3f Ijm oflav^ Hsm vccylag twi^ toisJ^v aya^eoy rev 'SfoScoiov mtmwi 
Hx»mo9. Contra £unomiun:v» Opera, vol. 2. p. 4. 

f Num quidnam potuit eflb tempus quando pater fine 
vita, fine fapientia, fine virtute, fine vcrbo, quod Ciiriflus 
eft,fucrit? Jn Symbol. Dper^^, vol* 4, p,88. • 

" or 
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<* or generated, or created ; which, how- 
«* ever, is fo founded, as that it is always 
>' with God*." 

This continued to be the language of the 
orthodox divines till a very late period. 
Damafcenus fays, " God has np other lo* 
^' gos, wifdoni, power, or will, but the 
^* Son+/' Theophyjaa alfo fays, '* God 
^* coijld not be without reafon, wifdom, or 
** power ; wherefore we believe, that fincc 
^f the Son is the reafon, the wifdom, and 
^* the power of the Father, he is always 
<« (Typof) with God, inftead of (tw, or f^^?* +." 

If thefe paiTages do not give my readers 
pcrfej3^ fatisfaftion with refped to the real 

* Et ideo fapientia Dei appellatur^ ut nunquam pater fine 
fapisntia, hoc eft fine fiiio fuo fuUTe credatur. Haec eft ilia 
fapientia inefFabiljs, quae initium viarum Dei apud Salomo- 
nem, ve} condita, vel genita, yel creata defcribitur, quam 
tamen fie conditam dicit, ut Temper earn cum Deo fuifie 
^ponftat. De Filii Divinitate, Qpera, vol.4, p. 278. 

I^ yoa '^o»a >sy^i njt en t« 'mczl^t hoyo;^ pv^ia^ duvofUi, ^sM(Tti^ « 
fAnoMo^. Manuel Caleca, in Combefis, vol. 2. p»222. 

X OvK sv^sxslai yap rov ^?ov o^oyov n aco^ov eivsu iro7e, m aSimhu * 

m 

p Uiogj a^i rr/ 'SJpog ^sovy avli tjj, <rw Tdf w£\fi^ x) ftg7a Vi w^po^> h\ 

John, Opera, vol; I • P.S56j 

engm 
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origtQ of the logos of the orthodox Fathers, 
and coQviiicc them, that by the logos they 
onderftood a proper attribute of the Father^ 
and that this attribute became the perfon of 
the SoOi and was afterwards united to Jefus 
Chrift, moft abfurd as the nption certainly 
is, I (hall defpair of being able to prove 
any thing. 

Origen was fo fully perfuaded of the 
logos that was in Chrift being the true 
logo8» or power of the Father, that he re- 
prefents it as omnipotent! and not confined 
to the perfon of Chrift. '' The £irange« 
«* lifts,'* fays he, ** do not reprcfent the 
*' logos as circijmfcribed within the body 
^* and foul of Jefus, as is evident from many 
^* confiderations. Thus, John the Baptift, 
•* prophecying that the Son of God would 
'^ foon make his appearance, fays, not that 
*• he would be in that body, and in that 
•* foul, but every where ; for, he fays, he 
ff flandcth in the midft of you, whom yoi^ 
?' know not*." 

«{«nc 4^0C>i( )^ TV 0^i^ulo(TicIii(rvTt;l3caKr^ A)por /141V «) o^^ 
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He even confiders this logos as imparted 
to other men in certain degrees, as if all 
reafon was a portion of the fame eternal 
logos. Defcanting on John, chap. i. 9,^ 
be enltghtenetb every man that cometb into tba 
worldy he fays, ** Whoever is endued with 
^* reafon (ao>i;6©-) partakes of the true light. 
** But every man is endued with reafon j 
** all men, therefore, have the logos. In 
^^ fome the power of the logos is great, but 
'^ in fome it is little. If you fee a foul 
^^ given to paffion, and finful^ you iee the 
^* power of the logos failing ; but if you 
^ ^e a foul holy and righteous, you fee the 
** power of the logos bringing forth fruit 
♦* daily*.'* This very much refembles the 
language pf the Quakers,, who fpeak of 

Juocmi wpo^Bvm ocrov sSetto) sviifrsiT^ai tov vm m $«, an e» extfuoi • 
TO) <rafjuih jy m ^['^X^ Ti/ixayoyTa, oX?^ yap fSccvovIa nsce/laxji^ >£yu 

Ad Celfum, lib, 3. p. 63. 

* Km og en Xoyiiw^, f^^X^ '^ oXfjSivs ^p^ ' Jioytxo^ ii en nsrof 

Tif >07» nv^crev^ fy Tm 3e pthemBi ' say h liri^ 4^vxn9 ^5ra9>i, jC 

tr/tav ^ * ^iHatav^ o^ei mif tax^ '^ ^7^ o^iASpai uotfxofofwaif. In 
Jcr. Comment, vol. i. p. 138. 

Chrift 
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Chrift being in all men. Origen likewife 
feems to btve fuppofed that the ancient 
prophets might have had the logos fo Ixn^ 
parted to them, as that they themfclves 
might have been called logoi^ as well as 
Chriit *• If Elias," fays he, " be a logos^ 
** he muft be a logos infcrv>r to him that 
•* was in the beginning with God */' 

It will be feen in the preceding pallagea 
that the logos was coniidered as being more 
properly the wifdom^ or reafon of God i 
though^ in fome of them, mention is made 
of his being the iame with other attributes 
of God, and efpecially hit power. In tho 
following paflages this is more particularly 
expreiled i ^' God, by his own omnipotence, 
<' that is, by his Son (for all things wero 
<< made by him, and without him nothing 
<« was made) befwe all things created the 
*' heavens and the earth -f/* ** The energy 

mfOf Tof d&v $» >c7iu In Matt* Conunent. vol. i. p. 307* 
i Ergo Dcui omnium creatur optimuf, per fummam fuam 
fotentiam, id eft, filium fuum (omnia enim per ipfum faAa 
iont, ct fine ipfo faAum eft nihil) ccdum terramque ante 
Mu&iacreaviu CyriL Alex: Opera, voL i. p. 17. 

"of 
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*^ of the Lord has rcfpedl to the Almighty ; 
** for the Son may be faid to be the Fa- 
" ther's energy */' 

At other times the logos, or the Sdn, is 
reprefented as being the will oi the Father. 
Clemens Alexandrinus calls the logos the 
will of the Father ; and under the idea of an 
attribute of God, as giving him to men, he 
reprefents him as addrcfling them in the 
following manner : '* I give you the logos, 
** the knowledge of God, I give my whole 
** felf. This I am, this is what God wills, 
*' this is fymphony, this is the harmony of 
*' the Father, this is the Son, this the 
*' Chrift, this the logos of God, the arm of 
** the Lord, almighty power, the will of the 
*^ Father f/' 

Cyril of Alexandria exprefles the fame 
idea with greater precifion. *' How,'* fays 

♦ lidtTA cTe m TK ;tt/pi» sy^p^g/tf, tvi top ^avt oKpATopct 7tip 

Clem. Alex. Strom, lib. 7. Opera, p, 703. 

+ Kctt Koycfv X^p/^oftrti vfjUv, rnv ytu^iv t» ^in, TiKuor 

%(Jl,AvlcV 'XJt^l^OIJ.Al. .T»7o it^JH iytit T\i\o finKilAt ^gOf, Tu}» 

cvyL^aviA tr/» tk/o AffMViA ^cilpof, rnjo ytoff riflo^ X^'^*^* 
Aif/x« 7k *9Alfo$. Ad Gentes, Opera, p. 75, 

he, 
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he, " was he*' [Chrift] ** made by the will 
•• of the Father, if the will of the Father 
*^ be in him. For you muft either fuppofe 
•* another wifdom by which he deliberated 
** and made the Son, as you fay" (fpeaking 
to the Arians) " or if there be no other^ 
** but the Son alone is the wifdom of the 
*^ Father, he is alfo his will; for the will 
** of God confifts in his Wifdom *." Gre- 
gory Nyflen alfo fays, ** the Son, who is in 
** the Father, knows the will of the Father; 
** but rather he is the will of the Fatherf.'* 
•* What/' fays Viftorinus, " is the will of 
*' the Father, but his filent word ? J.'* 
As thefe writers faid, that though the 

Father emitted the logos, he did not deprive 

» 

* Quomodo igltur per voluntatem patris faSus eft, fi in 
eo patris voluntas eft ? Nam aut alteram fapientiam fin* 
gere neceiTe eft, in qua deliberavit et fecit diium, ut vos 
dicitis : aut fi altera non eft, fed folus filius fapientia patris 
eft, ipfequoque voluntas ejus eft: in fapientia enim Dei velk 
ipftus eft. Thefaurus, lib. i. cap. 8. Opera, vol. 2. p. 230. 

A»/4ee. Contra Banominm, On I2. Opert» vol. 2. p. 34^. 

X Quid etiam eft voluntas patris, nififllensverbum? Ad 
Arium, lib. 3. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 332* 

himfelf 
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himfclf of logosi fb, fome of them likewife 
fuppofed, that though the Son was the will 
of the Father, the latte^r had another will^ 
like that of mah« This is particularly aU 
lowed by Manual Cakca, becaufe " voli- 
** tions,'* as he fays, " have a beginning and 
*' an end, whereas neither the effcnce of 
f God, nor the image of God, can begin o^ 
^* end^.!' 

Inftances occur in which Chrift is con-s 
fidered as being :tht very Jiul of God. In- 
deed, this idea may have been perceived in 
fom€ of the former quotations. Eufebius 
fays, there is ** one logos in God, which 
** is almighty, and which enlightens all 
/* things, as there is one foul, and one ra-» 
" tional power in man-f*.*' 

Origen, after fpeaking of the foul as a 
middle principle between the body and 

* Aeyelou Se j^ aT^n PsXyjcn; e|a) rfi; Hcriag m Ses hot oa&pamvnv 

tls yap n^^ah yi eikew lile mawoQo • n h ^Xna-ig )y a^xSou x; ^auelou^ 
Manuel Galeca De Principiis. Au£luarium Combefis, vol. 

3* p. 222« 

t Eij & T2? ^fij Xoy®- ^avIoSuvofAog ra avfATravIa xdlca/yoiiu • £7r« 
i^ sv daf^uTToi (ua ^^vxn ^ (ua 7\oym iwa(jug* De Laudibus 

Conft. cap. I?, p. 753, 

the 
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the jpirit^ fay^ ** what then is the foul of 

*• God ?'* and he replies; that •• a6 every 

'* thing that is afcrlbed to God» a3 hands^ 

•• fingers, eyes, feet, &c. means his attri- 

" butes, or powers ; perhaps by the foul 

** of God we are to underfbnd his only 

'* begotten Son i for, as the foul^ being dif- 

*' fufcd through the whole body, animates 

•* every. thing, and does every tiling, fo the 

'' only begotten Son of God, which is his 

'^ word, and his wifdom, extends to all the 

'* attributes of God, and is diifufed through 

" him *." M. Vidorinus rcprcfcnts Chrift 

as *• the very being and adion of the Fa- 

•' thcr," and (ays in his anfwcr to the 

Arians, that ^^ God cannot be without ac- 

•* tion -f-/* In another paffage of the fame 

I Et fi £iis cfl audcre nos in uli re amplius aliquid dicere, 
pocell fortafle anlma Dei intelligi uoigtnitus filius ejus. 
Sicut entm anima, per omnc corpus infcrta, xnovct om- 
tiio, ct agttat quae opemnir univerfa: ita ct unigcnitus 
filius Dei, qui ct verbum ct fapctitia ejus, pcrtlngit et per* 
venit id omnem virtutcm Dei, ct infertus eft ci. De 

+ 

Princtpiis« Opera, vol. i. p-703. 

t Hoc enim qiiod >a^ eft : ipfe enim urm Dcus eft, 
manm ergo ct i/mgm^ sk)o oiim fine aAionc Deus» (cd 

Vol* U, G intus 
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work, he calls Chrift the form of tie Fa^ 
tber^ defining form, if I ondcrftand him 
right, to be that which explains the being 
of si thing ; or, as he elfe^herc fays, that by 
which God is feen ^. 

At length the abfurdity of making Chrift 
to be the proper reafon, power, or will of 
God, feems to have Aruck fome of the 
orthodox cbriftians ; and then, having no 
other refource, they made the dodrine of 
the divinity of Chrift to be a myflery^ think- 
ing by that means, to cut off all inquiry 
and objedion. Ruffinus fays, ** it is to 
** be believed that God is the father of his 
*^ own Son our Lord, and not to be dif^ 

intot opontur Dcus « ficuti diAunu SubfUntia autem Dei 
imago eft, a£Uo, filiufque efl, per quano intelligimr, et 
quod fit dedaiatur. Ad Arium, lib. i. Bib. Pau vol. 5. 
p. 298. 

* Quooiam filius forma eft patris : non autem ouoc 
forma efle forii extra fubftantiam inteUigitur, neque ut in 
nobis adjaom Atbflantic bciet, fed fubfiaotia qujedam 
fubfiftena, in qua apparct et demonftratur quod occultatum 
et velatum eft in alio. Deus autem ut Tebtum quiddam 
eft : nemo enim ridet Doum: forma igitur filius, in quo 
videturDeua. Ibid* p. 311. 300. 

^^CMjfed 
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*< cufed. For flaves muft not difpute about 
*• the birth of their maftcri*." 

Theophylaa fays, that " Chrift is the 
•• logos of God, but neither the inward 
•• logos" (meaning reafon) ** nor the cx- 
•* ternal logos*' (meaning fpeech) *• nor any 
•• thing that can be explained by any pro* 
•• perry of man, being fomething peculiar 
*« to God f." In this ftate the dodrine of 
the generation of the Son now reds, equally 
incapable of being underftood, or defended. 

We ihall the lefs wonder at the extreme 
abfurdity of the above quotations from the 
Fathers, when we confider what wretched 

* Crcdendus eft ergo Deui cfle ptier unici filii fui 
domini noftri, non dilcutiendus. Kcque enim fas eft fenro 
dc luulibus domini difputare. In Symbol, p. 172. 

^dt . i zot^i^ifJLooi rof Ti( It) ^ >rytfy, Ofrnt ix« toy Xiym a aJk 
m^^atm^ K^ rm imra^ia mm airtCsO^ . o fU9 n trot iv9ta9/lD(, o ft 

Ts >0yv, iJilifOf'n&raf/tfi^afinTsiwTV^tt, nit yof wpofoft' 
lAi oiaStb( inr • A0m ts 9n. ommi ^mr )uf mr ^wraMrr ;) 
^puK, # ft TV «fl^ Mvo( fnf fwnr ari 1^ mtoCoX^Ah r^f 
ttj^^Ti^mv. In John, cap, i. Open, rol. i. ?• 5S7* 

G 2 met»* 
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metaphyficians both they and the Platonifts 
before them^ and indeed all the philofo* 
phers of antiquity, were ; and that the idea 
of a proper perfonification was not difficult, 
after it had been agreed that ejfence and 
power were the fame thing, which I have 
(hewn to be the language of the Platonifts ; 
and the fame occurs in feme of the chriftian 
Fathers. Thus Cyril of Alexandria fays that 
"the Father is a fimpleadt or energy V 
Maxentius alfo fays, that '* with refpedt to 
*'* God, who is of an impaflible and incor- 
** ruptible nature, nature and wilL are the 
*« fame thing-f/' M. Vidorinus fays, that 
** power and fubftancc are the feme things 
•* in God+." 

* A&us vcl efficacia Pater. De Trmhate, Kb. 2. Opera, 
vol. 2. pf 386. 

t Haec (quae ditis compofitse et paffibili na^rae funt pro- 
pri3t'ioipdffibili autem et incompofitae non eft aliud natu- 
laliter aKud volimtarie quidpiam facere, fed prorfus unumr 
atque idipfum eft, quia ibt non aliud eft liatiira, aKud vo^ 
hmtas^ fed natura voluntas eft^ et voluntas natura. Bib. 
Pat. vd. 5. p. 527. 

X Simul enim et filius, tt iti p^tire, et pater in filio : 
una ergo potential l;(oc «ft, una Aibftatttia exifiit; ibi entnx 

potentia 
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The dificrencet however, between thefc 
things was perceived by Eunomius; for 
M. Caleca fays, that he made the divine 
eflence and operation to be difierent things, 
and that he blamed the orthodox for coo- 
founding them*« Palamas alfo averted, that 
the divine eflence and operation were dif- 
ferent things ;*bat on this account his an- 
tagonift M. Caleca calls him a polytheiAf. 

poccntia^ fubftantia : non enim aliud potenda, aliud fuV- 
llancia. Idem ergo ipfum eft et patri et filio. Ad Anum, 
lib. I. Bib. Fat. vol* 5. p. 300* 

Combcfis, voL <• p. 34. 

mSm a^ SioUai i^ cbAtpt ci$hcyim* Ibid* p. 3. 

9m 9i»fl^^rrm. Ibid. p. 40* 
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CHAPTER III. 

T^be Defence of the preceding DoSlrine by the 

Fathers. 

T T is no wonder that this ftrange doctrine 
of the generation of the Son from the 
attributes of the Father fhould bring the 
orthodox chriftians into fome difficulties^ 
and expofe their fcheme to objedions; or 
that, in order to defend it, they fhould have 
recourfe to a variety of expedients. Ac- 
cordingly, it appears, by the labour whicli 
they beftowed upon this fubjedt, that the 
doctrine was, in fadt, much obje<5ted to, and 
that, in their own opinion, it required to 
be well explained and defended • 

The firft thing which they had to guard 
again ft was tht diminution of the fiibftance of 
the Father by the produdtion of a Son from 
himfelf 3 and the next thing was to pre- 
vent the entire feparation of the Son from 
the Father; for then there would have 
been two two Gods^ which the Gnoftics, 

who 
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who held the dodtrine of the emanation of 
all fuper-angclic beings from the divine 
cflencc, readily acknowledged. But this 
having been fo long decried, as a dodlrine 
of the Gnoflics, and being exceedingly 
ofFenfive to the great body of common 
people among chriflians, it could not be 
^opted, 

I( was hardly ppffible to £nd any com^ 
parifon in nature by which they could re- 
move ^ bojh thefc objections to their doc-, 
trine at the fame time, viz. the lofs of fub- 
ftance in the Father by the generation of 
the Son, and the entire feparation of the 
Son from him. All their explications, 
therefore, we find entirely fail in one refpedl 
or the other. The earlicft of all the expla- 
nations of this dodtrine is, that of the liTu- 
ing of words from men. The philofo- 
phizing chriftians compared the emiffion 
of the logos from the Father to the enjiffion 
pf logos^ or reafoTiy from man, in fpeech or 
difcourfe ; and, miferably lame as this ex« 
planation obviovAy is, many of them could 
^nd. no better, and therefore they took 
jpuph pains to ajifw^r the objedkions that 

Gr 4 wcw 
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were made to it. Another famous com- 
parifon to which they had rccourfc in the 
earlieft period, was the lighting of one 
torch at another. But though this did not 
take any thing from the light of the 
former torch, it made two diftindt torches. 
Still, however, much ufe was made of this 
comparifon, as being thought remarkably 
happy in anfwering one of the objections. 
But I muft proceed to explain their manner 
of reafoning by extrafts from their own 
Writings, 
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SECTION I. 

7'he Generation of the Son from the Path^ 
illujlrated by the uttering of Words. 

^T^ A T I A N fays concerning the genera- 
tion of the logos from the Father, 
that '* it is by divifian, not by avuliion, 
** becaufe that \vhich is tnt off from its 
** origin is entirely rfenSoved from it i but 
•' that which is dit^ided'' (or imparted) 

*f taking 
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** takihg a- portion of the ceconomy^, does 
*f not leave that from which it was taken 
'^ deftitute. For as many fires arc lighted 
•* by one torch, without any diminution of 
** its light; thus the logos emitted from 
*' the power of the Father does no% leave 
** him void of logos/' To explain this, 
he adds, ** I fpeak, and you hear, but by 
** difcourfing with you I do not become void 
** of logos, by the tranfmiffion of my logos 
^* to you ; but I propofe, by the emifiion 
f^ of my voice, to arrange fome unformed 
*' matter in you+/* This he, no doubt, 

* This, as part of a general prepcjitson^ is a very obfcure 
expreffion* Had be been defcribbg the emiilion of thq 
Son from tl^e Father in particular, it would have fneant 
his aiTuming proper perfonality^ in order to his taking part 
in the plan that was formed- for the redemption of man, 
;iiirhicK is often called the (economy. This phrafe is, there- 
fore, generally fynonymous to the incarnation with the 
Fathers. 

+ rsTove Jk HoUa fu^KriMv, s HoPa amcMximw • ro yof a7rolfju/&ev 

tm ivisa rov o^ey ei^yi'TrlM vsvomev • oiovrs^ yap wko (uag ia^o; 
tafafjrlilau fjtsv nev^a mo^a^ rng 3e 'ifffcihg iia^o^ iia mv eia^iv ruv 
«roX^«}v ioii'isv wt £>arlHlcu ro f o); * itJa J^ o >\oyog *ff§OB>^o)v eft rtn^ 
tH mcSpoq ^wot(jii6)^y OK a>jDyc/v mwotriKs rov yeysvmora. ^ yof 
fnvlo^ ty» ^a^w, ^ vfAiti atassls »«J u ^nTpt 3ia rns (JLzloSotxTZ^q t» X^yjf , 
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jtieant to be a complete illuftratioji of the 
pmiffion of the logos from the Father, in 
prder to arrange the matter of the chaos out 
of which the world was made. 

To this explication it w^s pbvious to 
iobjcft, that the cmil|ion of a word in 
fpcech is no generation of ^ny thing, words 
being empty founds, and nothing per- 
manent. But th? reply to this was, that 
words are empty things, and leave nothing 
permanent only when uttered by man-, but 
that thi§ js not the qafe with the words 
pf Goidi the difference ;n the being from 
which they proceed making a correfpond- 
ing difference in the things which proceed 
from them. In the following pafT^g^s Tpr- 
tullian ftates this hypothefis, with the propf 
of it from the fcriptures, before he replies 
to the objeftion which I have mentioned. 

** Then therefore di4 the word [Sermo) af- 
<* fume its form, and drefs, its found and 
** voices when God faia, Let there be light. 
M This is the perfect nativity of the wprd, 

• ^iOKCG-f^siv, T>jv .fv v/Mv OKC^ixrHov uhr]y 'Br^oiic>j/*«4, Ad Graecos, 

fe^. j^. OperaJ p ZZ: 

*^ when 
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*' when it proceeded from God, being firft 
** formed by him under the mmt oi wifdom. 
•* The Lord formed me the beginning of his 
*' Wtf^x. Then it was effi:dually generated. 
•* When he prepared the heavens I was prefent 
*' with him. By proceeding from whom he 
'* became his fon, his firft-born« as being be- 
** gotten before all things, and onfy hegot^ 
** ten, as being alone generated out of God, 
*' from the womb of his heart; as the Fa- 
*• ther himfelf teftifics, when he fays. My 
** heart is throwing out a good %vord^ tp 
•• whom rejoicing, the Father alfo rejoicing 
•• fays, Thou art my Son^ this day have I be^ 
«* gotten thee. Before Lucifer have I begotten 
** thee. So the Son alfo, under the name of 
'« wifdom^ confcflcs the Father. The Lord 
^* formed me the beginning of his ivays^ before 
** the hills has he begotten me. For if here 
•♦ wifdom fcems to fay that (he was made for 
** his works, and ways, in another place it 
•« is fliown that all things are made by his 
'• word, and without it was nothing made. 
" And again, by his word were the heavens 
•' made^ and all their bcjls by his ffnrit^ 
♦• viz. the fpirit which is in the word. 

••So 
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** So that it is the fame power which is 
.** fometimes called wtjdom^ and ibmctimes 
♦• /A^ word*,''' 

His ftating of the objedlion, and his an- 
fwer to it are as follow : ** You fuppolb 
^^ this Sermo Xo be a fubftance, &c, — What, 

* Tunc igitur etiam ipfe fermo fpeciem ct ornatum fu- 
ll n fumit, fonum et vocem, cum dicit Deus, fiat lux- Hsec 
eft nativitas perfefta fcrmonis, dum ex Deo procfidit; 
conditus ab eo primum ad cogitatum in nomine ibpl^ia?, 
iJominus condidit me iniiium viarum. Dehinc generatu^ 
adefFedum; Cun) pararet coelum, aderam illic fimul. Ex- 
inde eum parem fibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius fac- 
tus eft, primogenitus, ut ante omnia genitus; et unigeni« 
|us, ut folus ex Deo genitus : pioprie de vulva cordis ipfius. 
fecundum qupd et pater jpfe teflatur, eruftavit cor meum 
fer monem optimum. Ad qiiem deinceps gaudens proinde 
gaudentem in perfona illjus, filius meus es tu, ego hodie 
genui te. Et ante Luciferum genui te. S jc et filius ex fii^ 
perfona profitetur patrem in nomine fophiae, dominus con- 
didit me initium viarum jn opera fua. Ante omnes autem 
colics generavit me- Nam fi hie quidem fophia vjdetur 
dtcere conditam fe a domino in opera et vias ejus : alibi 
9utem per fermonem oftenditur omnia fada efle, et fine 
illo nihil factum: ficut et rurfum, fermone ejus coelicon- 
firmati Amt, et fpiritu ejus omnes vires eorvim ; utique eo 
JTpintu c[ui fermoni inerat : apparet unam eamdem que vim 
cfie nunc in nomine fophise, nunc in appcllatione fermonis; 
Ad Praxeam, fe<a. 5> 6, 7. Opera, p. 503. 
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^ (ay you, is fpeech, but the voice and found 
'^ of the mouth, with a kind of vacuityi 
** empty, and incorporeaK But I fay that 
•* nothing empty and having vacuity can 
'' proceed from God, as it does not proceed 
*^ from what is empty and vacuity \ nor 
*' can that want fubftance, which proceeds 
*^ from fo great a fubflance, and which has 
«« made fo many fubftanccs*." 

Ladlantius anfwercd the fame objcdion 
in the fame manner. *' Our breathings are 
'< diffoluble, becaufe we are mortal ; but 
*' the breathings of God live, remain, and 
'^ have cflencei becaufe he is immorul, the 

* Ergo; inquUt das atiquam Aibfbntiam cfl*e (ermo* 
ncm, fpiritu et fophljc traditione conflruAam plane* Non 
vu cnim cam fubftanttvum habere in re per fubfion* 
C'.x proprictatem, ut res et perfona qiuedam videri poiTic, 
ct tta capiat fecundus a Deo conftitutus duos efficere, pa* 
trcm et filium, Deum ec fermonem. Quid eft enim, dices, 
fcrmo, nifi vox ct Tonus orU et (ficut grammatici tradunt^ 
aer offenfus, intclligibilis auditu ; ceterum, vacuum nefcb 
quid, ct inane, et incorponde ? At ego nihil dico dc Deo 
inane ct vacuum prodire putuifTe, ut non dc inani et vacuo 
prolatumi nee carere fubftantia, quod detanu AibftautiA 
proceffit, ct tantas fubfiantias fecit. Ad Praxcam, fed. 5. 
cap. 7* Opera, p. 503. 

•' giver 
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♦^ giver of eflencie and life*." The fame 
anfwer is given by Origen, Athanafius, 
Epiphanius, Auftin, and, I believe, n^ny 
others. " The logos of God/* fays Ori- 
gen, *' is not like that of all other. pcr- 
** fons. No other logos is living ; no other 
'* logos is God, no other logos was in the 
** beginning with him whof^ logos it 
*' was-f-." *' The word of man," fays Epi- 
phanius, *' vanifhes, but the word of God 
/* abideth," alluding to Pf. cxviii. 89 X. • 

Athanafius having fpoken of the Father 
as the only God, becaufe he only is unbe- 
gotten (ct^gyrnT^) and the fountain of deity ^ 

* Noftri fpiritus diflblubiles funt, quia mortalcs fumus* 
Dei autem fpiritus ct Vivunt, et manent, et fentiunt ; quia 
ipfe immortalis eft, et fenfiis, et vitae dator. Inftit. lib. 4. 
feet. 8. p. 371. 

\ Oule yap o 7\.oyog auls roinlog £nv, ottoi^ o ^avlm P^oy®- • 
jjJev©- yap ^oy©- Ca)v, a Jevoj o ^oy®- ^fOf • aSkvoj^ yap o ^oy®- bv 
apx"! 'srpog ixeivcv v/, a o ^oy©" w. In Jer. Horn. ig. Com- 
ment, vol. I. p. 184. 

J Ov yap T8 av^puTm ?^©', ay^puTt©" wpo^rov av^puTrcv . i3e 
yap ^Yiy ale vTzrn ' Tiapiia^ 5g K^itms ^ v^tTtoffriq xivrifxa sn /igvgv^ J^ 
»X v^oraa-ig . T^slai yap ofjux,^ x) ^aapaxpfnyM hhUi env, o^Xa Xa;^- 

m n^o^ls* xoyo^ c^ £ts tov cuoiva ^lOfAmi. Haer. 6o, Opera, 
vol. I. p. 609. 

and 
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and of the Son as only God of God ^ fays, in 
anfwcr to the queflion how this logos can 
become a perfon in God, when it is not £0 
in man, *' the word conceived in the mind 
*^ of man does not become man of nian, 
** fince it does not live or fubfift, but is 
** only* the motion of a living andfubfifting 
** heaft. When it is pronounced it has no 
** continuance, and being often uttered docs 
** not remain 5 vrhereas the pfalmift fays, 
** the word of the Lord rcmaineth for ever^ 
^^ and the Evangelift agrees with him, &c,*'' 
Ruffinus makes the fame comparifon be- 
tween the emiffion of the logos in God, and 
man, but hints that they are both equally 
myfterious. Treating of this fubjed, he 
fays, " Explain firft, if you can, how the 
^^ mind which is within you generates a 
** word, and how the fpirit of memory is 
** in it ; and though thefe are different in 

* Ov fof 'hoy®' T« av^poTTH oaf%pmro^ tnv 'map av^poTrov. • wrsi 
falls ^osv en, /lhJe ufefog^ cOJ^a Conaiif KOf^iac id vf£ra)fffi; Mivnfjia fjom • 
j^ hsyslm mapaxpf^ui^ Jj^ kk eh . ^ voMaiag mcO^ev®-^ a^TColt 
iiofievsi * Toy 3c T8 ds» Kyyov oyttScv, o 4<i^f(«3b$ HSXfoysi >sym^ m 
T09 omva Xoy®^ cm ^lofimt ef ra apam . J^ cv^amg auk> o ^bo¥ 
ciMEi 78 >oy<n ojbcoAoyaw o Et/aJVc^m;, &c. De sterna Subftantia 
Filii, &c. Contra Sabellii Gregales, Opera, vol. i. p. 651. 

*• things 



^^ 



96 Generation of the Son J^ook II. 

** things and ads, yet they are one in fub- 
^^ ftance and nature 5 and though they pro- 
^^ cecd from the mind, they are never fepa* 
•^ rated from it */* 

Ladtantius propofes and fpeaks to another 
difficulty on this fubjeft^ For the angels 
being likewife called^/W/j, or breathings of 
Qodi there was fome danger left they flioulci 
be confidered as beings of the fame rank 
with the logos in Chrift. But this writer 
cbferves^ that there is a difference between 
a word which is emitted with a foundi and 
a mere breathings which is emitted without 
that circumftance 5 and this, according to 
him, fufficiehtly accounts for the difference 
between Chrift and the angels. 

^* How," fays this writer,^ '♦ did he*^ (the 

father) '^ procreate him" (thfe word) ? ** In 

♦^ the firft place the works of God cannot 

,** be known, nor told by any perfon. But 

** we learfl in the holy fcriptures, that the 

^ Expedi primo fi potes, quomodo mens, quae intra te 
eft generet verbum, et qui iit in ea memoriae fpiritus : quo- 
modo haec cum diverfa fint rebus et a£l:ibus, unum tamen 
fint vel fubftantia vel natura, et cum e mente procedant, 
nunquam tamen ab ipfa feparentur. In Symbol. Opera, 
p. 172. 

z '^ Son 
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** Son of God is the word of God, or rea- 
** fon ; alfo that the other angels of God 
** are fpirits, i. e. breathings*. For a word 
** is a breathing emitted with a found, ex- 
** preffiveof fomething. But becaufe4rM//&- 
** ingj and a wordzrt emitted from different 
'* parts (for breathings proceed from the 
*' noftrils, and a word from the mouth) 
** there is a great difference betweeh the 
** Son of God and the other angels. For 
'* they are filent breathings^ emitted from 
God, becaufe they were created iox fer^ 
vice^ and not for the delivering the doc- 
*^ trine of God. But though he is alfo a 
** fpirit, yet fince he iffues from the mouth 
** of God, with a voice, and a found, like a 
*^ word, for this reafon he was to make ufe 
** of his voice to the people, becaufe he was 
•* to teach with authority the doftrine of 
** God, and communicate heavenly fccrets 
•*tomen*." 

♦ Quomodo igitur proereavit ? Primum ncc fciri a 
quoquam pofTunt, nee narrari opera divina ; fed tamen 
fanfiae Hterae docent ; in quibus cautum eft ilium Dei fili* 
um, Dei efle fermonem ; five etiam rationem \ itemque 
cacteros angelos Dei fpiritus effe. Nam fermo eft fpiritus 
cum voce aliquid fignificante prolatus. Sed tamcn quo* 

Vox,. II. H niami 
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Abfurd as is this notion of the generation 
of the Son by merely uttering a word, we 
find the fame, or fimilar explanations of this 
dodrine after the council of Nice. Auftin 
fays, *' The Father fhews every thing to the 
^* Son, and in fhewing, generates the Son *.*' 
But in another pafTage he makes a difference 
between the uttering of a word in man and 
in God. *' We do not," he fays, " generate 
•^ founding words, but we make them-f-/* 
But Cyril of Alexandria, quoting Pf. 44. 
My heart is throwing out a good matter^ fays, 
*^ The Father produces the Son without 
^* paffion, as a wife man, out of his own 

niam fpiritus, et fermo diverfis partibus proferuntur ; (i 
quidem fpiritus naribus, ore fermo procedit ; magna inter 
hunc Dei filium, et coeteros angelos differentia eft. Illi 
enim eX Deo taciti fpiritus exierunt ; quia non ad dofiri- 
nam Dei tradendam, fed ad minifterium creabantur. Ille 
vcro cum fit et ipfe fpiritus ; tamen cum voce, ic fono ex 
Dei ore proceflit, ficut verbum, ea fcilicet ratione, quia 
voce ejus ad populum fuerat ufurus ; id eft, quod ille ma- 
gifter futurus eflet doftrinae Dei, et cceleftis arcani ad ho- 
mines perferendi. Inftit. lib. 4. feci. 8. p. 371. 

* Pater oftendit filio quod facit, et oftendendo filium 
gignit. In. John. Tr. 23. cap, 5. Opera, vol. 9. p. 204. 

+ Nos quippe non gignimus fonantia verba, fed facimus. 
Pe Symbol, cap^ i. Opera, vol. 3. p. 141. 

*' wifdoro. 
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*' wifdom, produces any work that he has 
" thought cf, as of geometry, or muiic. 

This comparifon of the word of God to 
that of man, we find fo late as Fulgei>tius, 
who alfo infers the dignity of the word from 
the dignity of the mind that produces itf*. 

* Pneterea^ fic ex fcipfo, abfque paiBone, fUium genuit 
pater, ficut fi fapicns ex (apicntia fua quicquam excogita- 
terit atque pcpcrcrit, vcluti georoetriam, rouficam aut ali- 
fuid hujufmodu Thefaurus, lib. i. cap 7. Opera, vol. a. 

f Sed fic eQ verbum apud Dcum, ficut eft in mente 
Tcrbuni, ficut in corde confilium : cum enim mens apud fc 
verbum habet, utique cogitando habet, quia nihil aliud eft 
apud fe dicerc, quam apud fe cogitare. Cum ergo mens 
cogitat, ct cogitando verbum intra fe generat, de fua fub« 
ftantia generat verbum, et fic illud verbum general de r<^ 
vt genitum habeat apud fe. Nee minus aliquid habet ver- 
bum, quod ex mente nafcitur quam eft mens de qua naf- 
citar, quia quanta eft mens quae generat verbum, tantum 
eft etiam ipfum verbum* Ad Monimum, lib. 3. cap. 7 • 

P-439- 
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SECTION II. 

The Generation of the Son from the Father 
iUuJlrated By the prolation of a branch of a 
tree from the root, &c. 

TT A V I N G, I imagine, purfued this 
phantom far enough, I Ihall proceed 
to coniider the generation of the Son from 
the Father in a more fubAantial manner, viz. 
as that of a branch from a root, or a river fr^om 
a faring, &c. which was Ukewifc very com- 
mon with the early Fathers. This, how- 
ever, came fo near to the fyftem of the Gnof- 
ViQ emanation of celeftial beings from the fu- 
preme mind, that it could not but give fome 
alarm. This objet^ion, therefore, thofe who 
have recourfe to this explanation of the 
generation of the Son endeavour to guard 
againft. 

inagoras, what great ftrefs 
dea of zperfeSi union bc- 
and the Son. He fays, 
s are fubjeft to the cm- 
on, fo all thing! are fub- 
1 " jea 
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** jciSt to the one God, and him who is bjr 
" him confidered as his fon, but undivided 
** from him *.*' 

« 

TertuHian, in his anfwer to the objec- 
tions that were made to the generation of 
the Son from the Father, feems to havfc 
aimed at nothing befides making out a 
fcheme different from that of the Gnoftics, 
which, in his time, was a dodlrine pecu- 
liarly offenfive. All his object, therefore, 
is to {hew that the Son, though deriving his 
being from the Father, ftill remained united 
to him. " If any one," fays he, ^* thinks 
*^ that I am introducing fome frobole^ that 
*^ is the produdion of one thing from an- 
" other, as Valentinus makes, by producing 
*^ one of his aeons from another. — Valen- 
<* tinus feparates his proboles from their au^ 
** thor, and fo far, that the spon docs not 
** know his father.— But with us the 5oa 
** only knows the Father. — For God pro* 
^* duced his word — as a root produces a 
•* branch, a fountain a river, and the fun a 

^ €iq yap vfw 'srcilpi a^ wa vafia xfxt^7(X<, oiwdcy rwf fiao't' 
haaof a?aipolif lilag m tn d£o> i^ rm vaf avk hoy» m» yoisfipa ai4^ 
ftr^ Vfffia yfrilelofilfiu. Apol. p« 14Q9 

JI 3 \* beam 
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** beam of light. For thefe things are the 
*^ prqboles of their refpcdive fubftances — 
** BTcither is the branch feparated from the 
*^ root, me ^ river from the fountain, or the 
*^ beam from the fun. So neither is the 
*^ word from God. So that, according to 
** this example, I profefs that I make God 
*' and his word two, the Father and his 
*' Son. For the root and branch are two, 
*^ but joined. The fountain and the river. 
^* are two, but undivided ; and the fun and 
** the beam are two, but cohering*.** 

* Hoc fi qui putaverit me wcd^ox-nv aliquam intrpducere, 
id eft, prolationem rei alterius ex altera, quod facit Valen- 

tinus, alium atque alium seonem de aeone producens. 

Valentinus probolas fuas difcernit et feparat ab autore : et 

ita longe ab eo ponit, ut aeon patrem nefciat. Apud 

210S autem folus filius patrem novit, et (inum patris ipfe ex- 
pofuit, et opi)ia apud patrem audivit et vidit j et quae man- 

datus eft a patre, ea et loquitur. Protulit enim Deus 

fermonem, quamadmodum etiam paracletus docet, ficut 
radix fruticem, et fons fliivium, et fol radium. Nam et 
ifte fpecies probolae funt earum fubftantiarum, ex quibus 
prod^untp— Nee frutcx tamen a radice, nee fluvius ^ 
fonte, nee radius a fole difcernitur, ficut nee a Deo fermo. 
Igiturfeeundum horam exemplorumformam, profit^r me 
duos dicere, Deum et fermonem ejus, patrem et filfuir^ 
ipfius. Napa et radix et frutex duae res fijnt, fed con- 

jun£be, 
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This writer's fear of making a Repara- 
tion between the Son and the Father ap- 
pears very ftrongly in the following pafluge, 
which has a view to the unitarians, to 
whom he thought it neceflary to make 
frequent apologies. ** He that is un- 
•* lear/ied, or pcrvcrfc, takes this in a wrong 
** fenfe, as if 1 favoured a diverjity^ and as 
** if this diverfity implied a feparation of 
" the Father and the Son. This I urge 
** from neceflity, when they contend that 
•* the Father, Son, and Spirit, muft be the 
*^ fame^ flattering the monarchy againft the 
*• oeconomy ; when I fay that making 
*• the Son another from the Father, I do 
•' not make him different from him, but 
'* only maintain a didribution. I do not 
'^ make a divifion, but a diftindion. For 
•• the Father and Son are not the fame, nor 
•« yet another, from another model. For 
•' the Father is all fubftance ; but the Son 
^* a part of this fubftance, and a portion, 

joii&e ; ct fons et flumen diue fpccies funt, fed indivifx ; 
ct fol et radius dux forme func, fed cobeicntes. Adv. 
Prncam, fed. 8. Opera, p. 504. 

H 4 •Us 
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'< as he himfelf profeffcs, The Father is 
'* greater than I*." 

We fee the fame care to guard againft a 
divilion of the Father and Son in Hippoly-- 
tus. *^ By fpeaking of another y^ he fays, 
•* I do not make two Gods, but as light from 
'* light, water from the fpring, or a beam 
** of light from the fun. For the power 
*^ of the whole is one ^ the Father is the 
•* whole, and the logos is his power+Z* 

On another occafion Tertullian fays that 
the term «foCo>jf (probole) which had been 
much ufed by the Gnoftics, was not the 

* Male accipiridiotes quifque aut perverfus hoc di£lum, 
quafi diverfitatem fonet, ct ex diverfitate feparationem pro- 
tendat, patris et filii et fpiritus. NeceiTitate autem ho0 
di<x>, cum eumdem patrem et filium et fpiritum conten* 
dunt, adverfus oeconomiam monarchic adulantes, non 
tamen diverfitate alium filium a patre, fed difiributione ; 
iiec divifione alium, fed di(lin£tione ; quia non fit idem 
pater et filius, vel modulo alius ab alio. Pater enim tot^ 
fubfiantia eft : filius vero derivatio totius ct portio, ficut 
ipfe profitetur, quia pater major me eft. Adv. Praxeam, 
ijeft. 9. Opera, p. 504. 

n^* «; f^ at fiShf^ n a^ v^up tx Wf/ng-^ 1 ^ coSiva otto ?}7u8. 
^vKHUi yoip fua n&cm 'mavlog^ to h vcBf IlaTnf , £| h iinaitig y^yog. 

CoAtra Noetum, fc^. 11. Opera, p. 13. 

worfc 
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* 

worfe on that account, and therefore he 
(hould not (cniple to make ufe of it in his 
own fenfe, or the correfponding Latin term 
prolath. Speaking of the Son, " he was," 
he fays, '^ prolated out of God, and ge- 
** nerated by prolation, and therefore the 
'* Son of God, and called God from an 
'* unity of fubftance." He then compares 
this prolation of the Son from the Father, 
to one light produced from another, with* 
out any lofs of the original light — " This 
** ray of God,'* he fays, '* going into a 
•* certain virgin, became flc(h in her womb, 
'^ and was born a man, mixed with God* 
'^ The fle{h animated by the fpirit is nou-^ 
*' rifhed, grows up, fpeaks, teaches, ope* 
** rates, and is Chrift*." In after times, 

^ Hone ex Deo probtum dicimus, et prolatione gene* 
fimni, et id circo filium Dd, et Deum didum ex unitate 
fabftantic, nam et Deut fpiritut, et cum nulius ex fole por* 
ligitur, pordo ex fummi) fed fol erit in radio, qub folis 
eft ndiuJt nee fepaiatur fubftantia, fed extenditur. Ita 
de fpiritu fpiritus, et de Deo Deus, ut lumen de lumine 
acccnfum, manet integra et indefeda materie matrix, 
ctfi phtret inde traduces qualitatum mutucris. Ita et quod 
de Deo proCedum eft, Deus eft, et Dei filius et unus am- 
ba la ct de fpiritu fpiritus, et de Deo Dcus. Modulo 

altcrum, 
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the Arians charged the orthodox with this 
do(flrine of prolatiotiy as not differing from 
that of the Gnoftics*. 
. Tertullian was fo far carried away with 
this idea oi generation^ that, always deliver- 
ing himfelf without referve, and as clearly 
as he poflibly could, he appears not to have 
been very folicitous about maintaining the 
proper unity of the Father and Son, attends 

ing only to this one circumftance, that 

» 

they Were of the fame fubjiance, and ftridlly 
conneSied. ** The perfons in the trinity," 

alteram, non numero; gradu non flatu fecit. Et a 
matrice non receflit, fed exceflit. Ifte igitur Dei radius, 
lit retro femper praedicabatur, delapfus in virginem quara- 
dam, ct in utero ejus caro figuratus, nafcitur homo Deo 
miftus, caro fpiritu inftruda nutritur, adolefcit, afFatur, 
docet, operator, et Chriflus eft. Apol. fedt. 21. Opera, 
p. 19. 

* Volentes igitur hacretici, Dei filium non ex Deo efle, 
neque de natura, et iji natura Dei ex Deo Deum natum, 
cum jam fuperius commemoraflent unum Deum folum 
verum, neque adjecifient, et patrem, ut unius veritatis effe 
patrem, et filium exclufa proprietate nativitatis negarent 
dixerunt. Nee ut Valentinus prolatione natum patri? 
commentatus eft : ut fub fpecie hasrefcos Valentinianse, 
nomine prolationis improbato, nativitatem Dei ex Deq 
improbarent. Hilary, lib, 6. Opera, p. io;2i. 

fay? 
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(ays he, ** arc three, not in (late, but 
•* degree, not in fub(bnce, but in form i 
" not in power, but appearance; but of 
•* one fub'ftance, and one date, and one 
** power, becaufe there is one God, from 
** whom thofc degrees, forms, and fpe- 
^* cies, in the name of Father, Son, and 
•* Spirit are deputed*." He therefore ob- 
fervcs, that when our Savour faid, / and my 
Father are one^ he ufcd the neuter gender. 
•• He fays unum^ in the neuter gender, which 
*• docs not imply one perfon^ but unity, 
*• likencfs, conjundion, the love of the 
** Father to the* Son, and the obedience of 
*' the Son to the will of the Father f ." 
This refpeAed the Sabellians, who laid great 

* Tres autem non (btu, fed gradu ; nee fubftantia, fed 
forma ; ncc potcftate, fed fpccie ; unius autem (tibftantia?, 
ct unius fhtus, et unius potelhtis; quia unus Dcus, ex 
quo ct gradus ifti ct forms ct fpecies, in nomine patris ct 
filii ct fpiritus ixn£X\ dcputantur. Ad Praxeam, fed. 2. 
p. 501. 

t Unum dicit, neutrali verbo, quod non pertinct ad 
iinguUnutcm, fed ad uniutem, ad fimilicudincm, ad con* 
juni5tioncm, ad dilcJlioncm patris, qui filium diligit, et 
ad obfcquium filii, qui voluntati patris obfeqtutur. Ibid. 
fed. 22. Opera, p. 513. 

ilrefs 
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ftrcfs on Chrift's faying that he and the 
Father were one, Thefe Were the philo- 
fophical unitarians, who adhered ftridlly to 
the dodtrinc of one God. 

With a view to the unitarians, who 
were the majority of the common chriftians 
in the time of Tertullian, as he particularly 
acknowledges, he i$ obliged to ufe a good 
deal of management, and though he con- 
tends for the propriety of calling the Son 
God^ as a branch from God the Father, yet 
fo great Was the fuperiority of the Father 
to the Son, that he fays he docs not chufc 
to call the Son God, when the Father had 
been mentioned immediately before. ^^ I 
** do not abfolutely fay that there are Gods, 
** and Lords, but I follow the apoftle; 
** and if the Father and the Son are to be 
" named together, I call the Father God, 
** and Jefus Chrift Lord, though I can call 
** Chrift God, as the apoftle, when he fays 
^* of whom is Chrijl^ who is God over all 
^^ blejfed for ever. For, feparately taken, I 
*^ call a beam of light the fun ; but fpeak- 
** ing of the fun, whofe beam it is, I do 
** not immediately call the beam the fun, 

•^For, 
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*^ For« though I do not make two funs, yet 
** I fay that the fun and his beam are two 
** things, and two fpecies of one undivided 
** fubftancci like God and his word, the 
•• Father and the Son*/' 

The ideas of Ladantius on this fubjed 
fbem to have been very miich the fame with 
thofe of Tertullian, as has been feen in 
former inftances ; and like him, he is 
chiefly careful to guard againfl the fepa^ 
ration of the Son from the fubdance of 
the Father, left he (hould make different 
gods. ** When we fay that the Father is 
*^ God^ and the Son God, we do not mean 

^ Itaquedeos omnino non dicim, nee dominos; fed 
apoftolum fequar, ut fi pariter nominandi fuerint pater et 
filiuSy Deum patrem appellem, et Jefum Chriftum DomU 
nam nomincm. ScJum autem Chriftum potero, Deum 
dicsre, ficut idem apoftolus. Ex quibus Chriftus, qui eft 
ioquitf Deus fuper omnia benedidus in anrum omne. 
Nam et radium folis feorfum folem vocabo ; folem autem 
nominant cujut eft radius; non fiatim et radium folem 
appdlabo • Nam etii foles duos non faciam, tamen et 
felem et radium ejus tam duas res, et duas fpecies unius 
iodivUk fubftantiae numerabo, quam Deum et fermonem 
qosy quam patrem ct fiiium. Ad Praxcam, fed. 13. 
Oper^ p. 507. 

<« a different 
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" a different God, nor do we feparatc them. 
*' For neither can the Father be without a 
'* Son, nor the Son without a Father. Nof 
** can the Son be feparated from the Fa- 
** ther; as the Father cannot have his name 
^* without the Son, nor the Son be gene- 
** rated without a Father. Since, there-i 
** fore, the Father produces a Son, and the 
*' Son becomes one, there is one mind, one 
" fpirit, one fubftance, common to them 
** both. But the Father is like an exu- 
** berant fountain, and the Son a river 
** flowing from it. The Father is as the 
** fun, the Son as a beam ftretched from 
** the fun ; who, becaufe he is faithful, and 
*' dear to the Father, is not feparated from 
*' him, as the river is not feparated from 
^^the fpring, nor the beam of light from 
" the fun ; becaufe the water of the fpring 
*' is in the river, and the light of the fun 
** in the beam. In like manner, neither 
** is the voice feparated from the mouth, 
*' nor the power, or the hand, feparated 
'^ from the body.' When the fame perfon 
<* is called by the prophets the hand of Gody 
*^ and the power, and the word of God^ 

" there 
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•* there is no reparation between them« 
«* For the tongue fubfcrvicnt to the fpeech, 
** and the hand, in which is power, arc 
*' infeparable parts of the body*." 

Tertullian appears, however, not a little 
cmbarraflcd with the queftion how the Fa* 
thcr can be called the one God^ if the Son, 
though conneded with him, can, in any 
proper fenfe, even where the Father is not 
mentioned, be called Goi\ but he feems to 
iatisfy himfelf with faying, that as the pro* 
per (lile of the Father before he had a Son 

* Cum dicimus Dcum patrcm, et Deum filium, non di- 
vcrfum didmus, ncc utrumque fcccrnimus, quia ncc pater 
fine filio poteft ; ncc filius a patrc fecerni , fiquidcm nee 
pater fine filio nuncupari, nee filius potell fine patre gene* 
nri. Cum igicur et pater filium factat^ et filius fiat ; una 
tttrique mens, unus fpiritus, una fiibftantia eft ; fed ille 
qu^i exuberani fons efl ; hie tanquam defiuens ex eo rivus« 
ilic tanquam fol ; hie quafi radius a fole porre£lus, qui 
qtioniam fummo patri ct fidelis, et cams eft, non fepara- 
tur, ficut nee rivus a fonte, nee radius a folc ; quia et 
aqua fontis in rive e(l, et folis lumen in radio, ililque De- 
que vox ab ore fcjunji, nee virtus, aut manus a eorpore 
dlvclH potcft. Cum igitur a prophetls idem manus Dei^ 
ct virtus, et fermo dicutur, utique nulla difcretio eft; quia 
ct. lingua fcrmonis miniftra eft, et manus, in qua eft virtus, 
ifidividuz Amt corporis portioocs. Lib. 4. fe^l. 29* p« 446. 

was 
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was that of the one God, he could not lofe it 
in confequence of having a Son, efpecially 
as that Son derives his divinity from his 
infeparable connexion with the Father. 
** Without injuring the rights of the Son, 
*^ the Father,*' he fays, ** may be called tbe 
** on/y God, which was his original title^ 
** whenever he is named without the Son. 
** But he is named without the Son when he 
•' is fpoken of as thcjirji per/on, which is^ to 
** be named before that of the Son \ becaufe 
*\ the Father is firft known, and the Son 
•* after the Father. Wherefore there is one 
*• God the Father, and no other befides 
*' him; which when he fays, be does not 
*' deny the Son, but fome other God ; for 
^* the Son is not another from the Father— 
•' as if the fun had faid, I am the fun, and 
** befides me there is no other, except my 
" beam*." 

* Salvo enim filio, reSe imicum Deum poteft determi- 
nafi*e, cujus eft Alius. Non enim definit ^S& qui habet (k- 
lium ipfe unicus, fuo fcilicet nomine, quotiens fine filio no-' 
minatur. Sine filio- autem nominatur, cum principalitef 
determtnatur ut prima perfona, quae ante filii nomen eratr 
proponenda; quia pater ante cognofcitur, et poft patr^m 
fiUut nominatur* Igitur unus Deus pater, et alius abfque 

eo 
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One of AuAin's explanations of the ge-« 
neration of the Son bears fome refemblance 
to thofe of a branch from the root^ and of a 
river from a fpring; but a much greater 
to the Gnoflic prolations. ^' As the Son/* 
fays he, *• is from the Father, fo the wo- 
^< man is from the man,*' meaning Eve 
from Adam* For here unhappily the 
woman was intirely detached from the 
man. 

In the oration of Conftantine the union 
of the Son with the Father is preferved on 
a more metaphyfical principle, viz. that of 
the divine nature having no relation to place. 
^* For he that came from him is united to 
^* him again ; for the feparation and union, 
*• being not topically^ but intelleSualfy^ that 
^* which is produced was attended with no 

CO Don eft. Quod ipfe inferens, non filium negat, fed 
alhim Deum^ cetcrum, alius a patre filitis non eft. — Alium 
cnim etiaai filium feciflet, quern de aliis exccpiflet. PuU 
fokm dtcere : Ego fol, et alius praetcr me non eft, nift 
ndius meus. Ad Praxeam, fed. 18. Opera, p. 510. 

* Ut quemadmodum de patre eft filius, fic et de viro 
nulier. Queftioncs in V. T. ai. Opera, toI. 4. p. 713; 

Vol. II. I •• lofs 
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** lofs of any thing within the Father, as 
•• in the cafe of feeds*." 

Judin Martyr, and others, thought that 
the comparifon of lighting one lamp at an- 
other happily illuArated the produdion of 
the Son from the Father. But it was after- 
wards perceived that, according to this, 
there' mud be an intivc feparat ion between 
them. On this idea Hilary objeds to it as 
having been ufed by Hierax -f*. 

* O ir i| ntcov rx^ tur ana^cpoy, oi omov ivotllii «a>ir ' mmm 

(hyiM «M Twv m s O fum 0W%ayx^^ Qmn to ytvndv^ mvwtf lywlig 
TamawtffuOm* Cap. 3. p. 676. 

f Sed nee ficut Hicrachas lucemtm de lucema, vd Ia»> 
padem in ditat partes, De Trinitate lib. 6. p. 105. 
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SECTION III. 

II 'by only one Son was generated^ the Objec^ 
tion of Generation implying PaJ/ion conji^ 
dered^ and why the Son and Holy Spirit did 
not generate^ (Sc. 

A NOT HER difficulty that remained 
with the orthodox^ was to account for 
the Father having no more than one Son; 
and for this different reafons are given^ but 
all of them, as will be imagined, very lame 
ones. If," fays Athanafius, ** they fuppofe 
'^ the Father to generate at all, it is better^ 
^* and more pious, to fay that God is the 
** Father of only one logos, who is the 
** fulnefs of his Godhead, and in whom 
" are all the treafurcs pf knowledge*.'* 

Another reafon, given by R'uffinus, is 
more curious, but itot more fatisfaiSory. 
•* We believe," fays he, •* in one only Sonof 

Xfym 09i fooi A^yv ytmicfa *tw Si^, 0( frt to m>Mf^fM rm ^tMog 
mAi^ tvm^m ^sufot moffiK tik ymatv^ tkfft, Orado Brcvis, 

OpCHh fo\ 2. p. 25. 

I 2 «' God, 
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** God, our Lord; for one is generated 
** from one, as the fplendor of one lights 
*' and there is one word of the heart. Nei- 
" ther does incorporeal generation proceed 
** to the plural number^ nor does it fall 
^^ into divifion ; where that which is gene- 
** rated is never feparated from that which 
** generates it. It is one, as fenfe to the 
•* mind, as a word to the heart, as courage 
** to the brave, and wifdom to the wife*/' 
He owns, however, that thefe examples are 
imperfect. 

The following anfwer of Eufebius tends 
rather to fatisfy us, that it is better that 
there fhould be but one Son of God than 
more of them ; but for the reafon that he 
alledges, it would have been better ftill that 
there had been no Son at all. ** There can 
•^ be only one Son of God, becaufe in more 
^ there would be divcrfity, and difference, 

* Unicum hunc effe filium Dei dominum noftrum. 
XJnus enim de uho nafcitur : quia et rpkndor unius eft lu- 
cis, et uhum eft verbum cordis : nee in numerum plura- 
lem dcfluit incorporea generatio, nee in divifionem cadit^ 
ubi qui nafcitnr nequaquam a generante feparatur. Unicus 
•eft ut menti fenfos, ut cordi verbum, ntforti virtus, ut fa- 
pientiafapienti. In Symbol, p. 174. 

1 •* audi 
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** and an introdu&ion of evil ^/' He alfo 
compares this cafe to' the emiffion of lights 
and not darknefs, from the fun ; bat then it 
is obvious to remark that there might have 
been many beams of light from the fame fun. 
A much more formidable objedlion flill 
to this dodlrine of paternal generation was^ 
that it implies pq/Jion, from wrhich it vc^aa 
in incontrovertible maxim^ that the di-* 
vine nature is exempt. It was particu- 
larly a maxim with the Platonifts, and is 
exprefled by Plato himfelf -|-, that genera- 
tion is always accompanied with paHion. 
*• Had it been faid," fays Bafil, *^ in the be. 
^* ginning was the Son, and not the logos, 
•* it would have given us an idea of paf- 
** fion|/' But the anfwer to this was, that 
this myilerious generation of an incorporeal 
being was a rery different thing from that 

Deoionflratio, lib. 4. cap. 3. p. 147. 

f TenSm 3h meimyuvti^ nor* m ti meAom * SiiMr tti osroW 
mfx^^^Cmrntaimt mrmitAfmf^At^iMUmt. PUtoDc Le- 
gSNtf, lib* 10. p. 668. Ed Genevx. 

IV #01 f «^ t« ««9ii( MM. Horn. 16. Open, vol i. p. 
436. 

1 3 which 
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which is fo called in corporeal ones. In 
anfwer to thofe who ' faid that God would 
be diqainifhed if he produced a Son from 
himfelf, Origen thought it fufficient to 
fay, ^* You confider God as corporeal*/' 
And the fame anfwer was thought to fuffice 
for this objection. G. Nazianzen, in anfwer 
to the queftion, ^' how generation can be 
*^ without paffion," fays, ** becaufe God is 
* incorporeal +.'* Again he fays, *^ the 
^^ Deity is without paflion^ though he ge- 
*^ nerates J.'* 

It fliould feem from the pains that were 
taken to anfwer this objection to the doc- 
trine of generation by the eternal Father, 
that it was much ridiculed by the profane 
and heretical wits of that age. They faid 
that " to the adt of generation there muft 
** be the concurrence of two perfons/* To 

* Axclh^i it avioi; «^ aufia Xsym rw 'mcSspa ^ ror ww, iCj iin- 

fmr^cu rov ^aoStpa^ airip tri ioyiicQa av^puTr^^ (jt»fi' ovap fwnv aooa- 

'toy A^ curufjLolov ^sfocviauTiASvm^ Tiaca xupu^ aaiceif ' iiloi h hikw A cy 

trafjuStm roTra ia^wri rov waSepa^ )^ rov utov ro^cf m TVjn Of/xt^foJls^ 

»avrep lyjLsig s^eiT^npofievm Comment, vol. 2. p. 306* 

t Ihi^iiViSH tfiiroAn^ri ytmai^i oil a^UfAoros. Or. 35* p. 563^ 
% ATroSf^yof ToSaov, ^etysyevimv. Ibid, Or. 23. p. 4:^Jt. 

thi§ 
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this Ruffinus gravely anfwcrs, '^ Do not 
^ think that God needs any marriage to ge« 
** nerate a Son." •• My heart/' he fays, 
*• throws out a good logos, (i. e.) I have 
•* from eternity generated a Son from my- 
•• fclf ; and know, O man, thy heart gene- 
** rates counfcl without a wife*." 

" God and man," fays Damafcenus, " do 
'^ not generate in the fame manner; for 
•• God being exempt from time, origin, 
'' pafiion, fluxion, or body, and alone with- 
«« out end, generates without regard to time, 
** origin, pafllon, or fluxion ; fo that this 
*^ incomprehenfible generation has neither 
*• beginning nor cnd-f-." This paflage is 
curioufly enlarged upon by Billius, his Com- 

* Ne putares altquo coDJugio indtguifle Deum, unde 
fiEum gencraret : erudavic (inquU) cor meum Terbum lx>* 
Bom, id eft, ex me iplb ctennliter genui filium. Hodie 
cor ttniin, homo, gencrat confilium : nee qtueris uxorem. 
Jo Pf. 44. Opera, vol. 1. p. loi* 

f Nee eodem modo, Deus et homo gigmmt. Dens 
ewoi, ot qui temporis, et prindpit, pafiooilque, et fluxi- 
OQtft, ac corporis, expen eft, fdufqae fine careat, ita citra 
temp«is quoque, ac principium, et paffionem, atque fluxi- 
ooem, et fine tillo venereo congreflb, gi^t 1 ac nee prin- 
eiphim nee finem habet iocomprehenfibilis ipfius gcneratio. 
Ortliod. Fid« lib, i. cap* 8. p. a6a« 

1 4 mentator« 
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mcntator*, The dodlrine of the genera^ 
tion of the Son, fays Hilary, is much ridi- 
culed, as they fay it implies the neceffity 
of a wife to God, ficc-f-. 

Another equally troublefomc objeftion 
to this dodtrine of divine generation, waa, 
that there might be no bounds to it. If 
the Father, they faid, can generate a /on, 
the Son alfo, having the fame pov^ers, might 
generate alfo, and the Spirit likewife, if he 
was properly God, and had all the energy 
of God *' If," fays Photius, '' the Son be 
^* generated from the Father, and the Spirit 
«* proceed from the Father and the Son, 
** why fhould it be peculiar to the Spirit, 

♦ Gignit igitur affidue pater filium perfediflimum, ut 
ab aeterno genuit, neque ab hujufmodi gignendi officio de- 
fitUTus eft uoquam. — £t in hoc maiiiifeftuin eft diforimea 
generationis hujus divinse ad faumahum qux ftnem habet, 
et tandem ex impotentia cefTat, cum ingravefcente aetate 
fterilefcunt prius foecundi parentes : £cut in aliis plerilque 
figillatim et certa quadcim ferie^ in liftera digeftis, hit dus 
generationes ab in vicem difcrepare dignc^cuntur. Or- 
thod. Fid. lib. j. cap. 8. p. 264, 

t Nam fi fiKus neceffe eft at et faemina fit, et collo- 
quium fermonis, et compun<9ao conjugalis verbi et blandi* 
mentum, et poftr^mym ad generandum naturalis macfat- 
nula. Contra Conftantium, Opera, p. 328. 

'' that 
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^* chat another (hould not proceed from 
*• him ♦ ?" To this he fuggcfts no fatif- 
fadory anfwer. 

The Macedonian* in Athanafius, does 
affign a reafon, fuppofing it not to be in it* 
felf impoffibic, but only improper. *^ Both 
*' the Macedonians, and the orthodox/' fays 
he, ** fuppofe that the Spirit could have 
•' generated a fon, as well as the Father ; 
** but that he did not chufe to do it, left 
•« there ihould be a multiplicity of Gods J/* 

Notwithftanding all thefe obje&ions, tho 
importance of this dodtrine of the gene- 
ration of. the Son from the Father was 
thought to be fo great, that it was repre- 
sented as if the very being of the Father 
himfelf depended upon it. ^^ If there had 
" been no fon," fays Gregory Nyflcn, 
" there could have been no Father ; if no 
«* beam, no fun ; if no image, no fub- 

* El 3f, n ur TV msS^ e mo( yrftmSbu^ to 3k rnnu^ix mn w^i- ^ 
Voc i^Ti M« flMropo/cbi . TH n MMniofua tk wnvftah^ fjm t^ ihfcv n 
mii ■ntwtjpcM^doi. Ep. 2. p« 53. 

f GPS . Eoy w ^tKuJn m9(, ftti eaJht; m fu^^ ret mc3fi^ Stra- 
in ytmcm mov * M.\K . Not SUuScu oXX* aw foi Scoymoy StSax^if 

^ tA I wMt. Con. Mac. Dial. i. Oficra, vol. 2. p. 273. 

«' ftance." 
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«* ftance */' Athanafius reprefents this 
generation as a neceiTary confequence from 
the nature of deity. *' If God,'* he fays, 
** is a fountain, and light, and a father, it 
** cannot be that a fountain (hould be dry, 
** that light {hould be without beams, or 
'* God without logos ; left he ihould be 
** without wifdom, without reafon, and 
*« without light +/' 

Cyril of Alexandria alfo compares the 
relation of the Son to the Father to that of 
fplendor to the fun, and heat to the fire, 
both being infeparable, and alfo coeval. 
And though the fun, he fays, erhits fplen- 
dor, and the fire heat, yet the fun cannot 
be without its fplendor, nor the fire with- 
put its hcat:|;. But this did not apply to 

Opera, vol. 2. p. goo, 

^^y, 87c TO f «^ x^^'5 axliv®'^ iile rov ^bov x«^? ?^07»> fva fiti aaofof 
xj o^oyo^ jcj a^sfpii v o Seo^. Epift, ad Serapionenij Opera, 
vol. I. p. 167. 

% Nihil enim aliud nomen fontis nobis fignificat, quam 
ut ex quo: filius vero in patre et ex patre eft non profluens 

foras, 
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the Son, or the fpirit, for the Father only 
was confidered as the fountain of deity. 

It was a queftion even among the Arians, 
whether God could be called a Father be- 
fore the creation of Chrift *. 

Farther, it was confidered as reproachful 
to the Father, not to be able to generate a fon. 
•' The heretics/' fays Novatiao, *' reproach 
«* the Father, when they fay he could not gc- 
«* jicrate a fon, who (hould be God -fJ^ Epi- 

foras, fed aut quafi a folc fptendor, aut quad ab igne infita 
iibt caliditas. In bis cnim excmplis unum ab una produci, 
ct ambo confemptcerna He cfle €onfpiciinus, ut aJiud abf* 
que aJio oec cfle poffit, nee naturae Aia? rationem retinere. 
Quomodo enim erit fol, fplendore privatus ? vcl quomodo 
crit fplcndor, nifi fol fie a quo dcfiuat ? ignis vero quomodo 
erit calore carens ? vel calor unde manabit, nifi ab igne, 
aut ab alto forfim non procul a Aibftantiali qualitate ignis 
dbjedo ? Sicut igitur qus ab iftb profluunt, fimul cum 
iUts funt unde profluunt, ac fem(fer unde fluant oftendunt: 
fie in unigenito intelligendum eft. In Joan. lib. i. cap. 1, 
OpcnL, vol. !• p. 6oo- 

* rrrmSeu 3^ x} ty Afnaa^tf ^aofimf^ % euTttPf rouakv foni 

ymf m m ooi^urai wiw^nvlcu o Stop Tlahfif mm vw t« Aoyv, (tSn/ut 
fmn^n ik&Ak^ b 3ba]ai i[) «^ ra Mromwa tw m«p, e 9iD(»aAii« 
rSoi llAp* Socrat. Hift. lib. 5. cap 23. p. 300. 

f Hjec cnim contumelia turret icorum ad ipfam quoque 
Dcum patrem redundabit, fi Dcus Pater Filium Deum ge« 
penre oon potuit. Ca^. 4« p. 32. 

phanius 
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* 

phanius thought it reproachful to the uni« 
tarians, that they fhould fay that the Father 
was Ayof"^^ i. e. unable to generate a fon*. 

The orthodox, it muft be allowed, took 
pains enough to do away this reproach; 
but it was at the rifque of expofing their 
fcheme to ridicule, as muft have been per- 
ceived already. They themfelves even pro- 
ceeded fo far as to fpfeak of the labours of 
the Father in generating the Son. For 
mention is adtually made of this circum- 
ftance in. a ferious hymn of Synefius on this 
fubjeifl i the Son being called KfAJ^MM n ao- 
X^^i^^i a great birth-. Hymn 2. Opera, p. 
^\j: and in Hymn 4. p. 336, there occurs 
the phrafe a^ivA vat^. 

Ambrofe fpeaks of the womb of the Fa- 
ther -j-. What could the heretics, alluded 

ftovov ^eo9^ aoKu^w ocrcv to noS aulov T7)v th ms; ^ohila ^ vjnrocov/^ ;^ 
TH ayui 'Bmffjial&' * ex*' ^^ ^"^ '^^ 'orahpa sva ^Eoy, ayovot vas^ a^ 
tafsu ra 3U> at&at vdkpa t^ um • ro9 fisv 'srcOspa ayavov vat^ iy wux^ 
ir«y rev Aoyoy Ses (mhs ^ mftag aJ^rnig. Haer. 65. Opera^ vol; 
J. p. 609, 

t Sicut enim finus patris fpiritalis intelligttar intiinum 
quoddam patemae charitatis naturaeque fecretum, in quo 
femper efi filius, ita edam pauis fpiritali» et vulva intc- 

tlorn 
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to in the following pailage of Cyril of 
Alexandria, have faid more ? '^ Thofe who 
** do not approve of the dodbine^ when they 
*• hear of the Father generating from his 
<' womb^ underftand a real womb^ and a 
*• real child-birth ♦/' 

At length the orthodox learned to be 
lefs confident, and more modeft on this 
fubjoS J reprcfenting it as a myfterious thing, 
and incapable of any explanation. Indeed, 
Irenseus expreiled his fenfe of the difficulty 
of this fubjeft at an early period ; but it 
was in oppofition to the Gnoftics, who 
made no difficulty at all of xht frolation of 
one incorporeal being from another. ** If 
*' any perfon," fays he, ** afk how is the 
** Son produced from the Father, we fay 
*' that this produdion, whether it be called 
** generation, or nuncupation, or adaper* 

rioru arcanam, de quo tanquara ex genctaK afb proccffit 
ilui, Dcnique diverfe legimut nunc TuKram patris, nunc 
cor ejiit, quo verbum erudaviL De Benedidionibua 
Patrbrchanim, Opera, vol. t. p. 41a. 

* H«c qui rede dici negant, quum generare patrem ex 
vtcro audianty utenim, et doloret partus intcHigunt* In 
John, op. 4 Openh vol. i. p. 608. 

" tion. 
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*' tion, or by whatever other name this 
•* ineffable generation be called, no one 
'* knows ; neither Valentinus, nor Mar- 
*' cion, nor Saturninus, nor angels, nor 
*• archangels, nor principalities, nor powers ; 
*• but the Father only who generated, and 
" the Son who was generated*/* 

However, in general, thofc who followed 
him complained of no difficulty in this bu- 
finefs. as we have feen. Conftantinc inti- 
mates that *^ the generation of the Son may 

* Quandoqutdem et Dominus, ipTe filtas Dei, ipTum 
judicii diem ct horam conceffic fcirc folum patrem, mtni* 
fcfte dicens : De die autum ilia, et bora nemo fcit, nc<{ue 
filius, niii pater folus. Si igitur fcientiain dici itilus filius 
non erubuit refcrre ad patrem, fed dixit quod verum eft ; 
neque noft erubcfcimus, qiue funt in quaeftiontbus maj(ir» 
fee and urn nos, refcrvaie Deo. Nemo entm fuper magif* 
trum eft. Si quia itaque nobis dixcrit ; quoroodo ergp 
filius prolatus a patre eft ? dicimus ei, quia proUtionem 
iftam, five gcnerationem, five nuncupationcm five adaper- 
tionem, aut qu*libit quis nomine vocavcrit generationcm 
ejus inenarrabilem exiftentem, nemo novit ; nonValendous, 
non Marcion, neque Satuminus, neque Bafilidcs, neq«e 
angeli, ncqoe arcliangcli, neque principatus, neque poCcA 
catca, nifi folus qui gcneravit pater, et qui natus eft filius. 
Lib. a* cap. 48. p. 176. 
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*^ be underftood by thofc who are beloved 
•*ofGod«/' 

Confidering the time in which Novatian 
wrote, it is rather extraordinary that he 
(hould exprefs himfelf with fo much mo- 
defty as he does. ** The Son," fays he, ** is 
** not a 'mere found, or voice, but the fub- 
•* (lance of the power of God prolated ; 
** with which facred and divine nativity, 
•* neither the apoftles, nor prophets, nor the 
«' angels, were acquainted; but the Father 
«• and the Sou only-j-.** 

We do not wonder at this mode Ay m 
later times, when the orthodox had been 
long teized with objedlions, to which they 
had not been able to make any fatisfadlory 
anfwer. Phxbadius fays, ** the Father ge- 
^' nerated the Son, but no one knows 

9» mfO90M SfaloB, ^ asifw 0( cxtow p}^ Mrofxo. Oratio, 
cap. II* p* 688. 
t Qui oon in fono percuiS zrii, aut tono coaflse de viTce- 
ribut vocit accipitur ; fed in fubftantia prolatae a Deo vir. 
tutis agnofcitur ; aijus facrae et divinz nativiutis arcana 
Dccapodolui didicit, ncc prcphetes comperit, nee angelus 
fcivit, ncc CTcanira cogooviti Filio foli nota funt, qui 
pitrls Tccreu cognoviL Csp. 31. p. 120. 

" from 
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<• from whence* ;" meaning, probably, 
from what part of himfelf ; for that the 
Son was generated from the fubftance of 
the Father, was never doubted by thofe 
who were reckoned orthodox. At prefent 
this generation is efteemed to be as great a 
myftery as any other circumftance relating 
to the trinity. But this only cuts off all 
defence of it, and is by no means any an- 
fwer to the objections made to it. 



S E C T ION IV. 

Whether the Generation of the Son was in Time^ 
and alfo whether it was a voluntary or in^ 
voluntary ASi of the Father. 

A DMITTING this myfterious generation, 
and fuppofing all objedions removed, 
there ftill remain two queftions to be con- 
fidered, viz. at what time did this event 
take place ; and was this generation on the 
part of the Father voluntary, ox involuntary. 

* Genuit quidem filium Pater, fed nemo fcit unde.' Bib. 
Pat. vol. <. p. 266. 

With 
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With refped to thefe queftions, all the 
early Fathers^ indeed, all before the council 
of Nice, fay that the Son was generated in 
iimt^ that there was a time when God was 
without a Son ; and that this generatioa 
took place immediately before the creation, 
ID order to the Son's being indrumental in 
it. Of courfe, they either exprefsly faid, 
or Bufl have fuppofed, that the generatioa 
of the Son was voluntary ^ fo that the Father 
might have chofcn tQ be without a Son. 
But in a more advanced ftate of orthodoxy, 
after the council of Nice, theie opinions 
were con(idere<) as very exceptionable and 
heretical. The language then was, that 
God was always a Father^ in the pro- 
per fenfe of the word, as there had always 
been a Son ; and though they did not 
chufe to fay that God did any thing ncm 
ceffarily, yet they fcrupled not to intimate, 
in lefs offeofive expreflions, that it was 
£) in fad. I ihall produce a variety of paf- 
iages from the Fathers in proof of thefe 
aflertions, and {hall difpofe them nearly 
in the order of time, that the above-men** 
Vol. II. K tionpd 
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tioncd change in their language and Senti- 
ments may be more eafily perceived. 

Tatian reprefents the Father as ** having 
*^ been alone before the creation of the 
** world, that every thing was in him, 
*^ by the power of the logos, and the logos 
** itfelf ; that at his will the logos came 
*^ out of him, who v^as a fimpie being, and 
** became the firft produdion of his Spirit. 
** This logos/' he fays, ** was the ap^w to 
** the external world,** or the fource from 
which it proceeded*. 

Theophilus fays, " John fays, In the be- 

* 

** ginning was the word, and the word was 
** with God, fhewing that at firft God 
*' was alone, and the logos in him^f*.'* 

* O yof isfTTToki rm oXuv atSloi vTragx^ '^^ 'sravlog u i^rorofi^, 
uala /b(Ev m» /jonhgra ysysvnfisynif 'sroiwriv fMvog nv* xa^o 3c va^ac 
ii/vofAigy o^ahv n Xj aopoUw mflog uTTorcco'igYtify ffuv aJla waHa . aw 
6uJla ya^ Sia 7ur/ui^ SWtx/bCfO)^, cuJloi ^ ^0;, og nf tv ocJIod, vkz- 
mas • ii^oyicSt h m$ a7r?\olr!hg av% w^ovrriiix >Jsyoi' 3h ^0705 « 
uoOa KEVH x^pvr^y ^f/pv 'Js^^cSloloMov T8 wfzvfuHog yiveJcu. ralov uTf/m 
m^oo'iM 7w «fxw. Ad Graecos, feft. 7, p. 20. 

t El «v Iwaiwf X«y« • tv ofxn w >^oyog^ i^ ^oy®- nv 'srpog rw 
Ssw* ^etwvg oil ev 'srpalois (juwg nv Swf, ^ sv anHa ^07©". 
J.ib.3. p. 30. 

. Clemens 
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Clemens Alexandrlnus evidently fuppofed 
that there was a time before either thi? 
world or the Son exifted ; for, he fays, '* He 
** (hewed that he was righteous by the 
** logos from of old, from the time that he 
*' became a Father 5 for he was God before 
** he was a creator, and he was good; and 
** on this account he chofe to be a creator, 
** and a Father*.'* In another paflage, 
fpeaking of the logos as equal to God, 
^* calling him *^ the divine logos, God 
" moft manifeft, made equal to the Lord of ' 
*^ all, arid before the fun, as being his Spn, 
^^ and the logos that was in God,'' he fpeaks 
of himias '' deriving his origin from the will 
*' of the Father f." He fays that ^' the lo- 
** gos was before Lucifer :{:.'' ** Do you en- 

w, ^ 3ia rtilo f^ ^Yi/juHPyo$ eivou 9^ nsdk^ y^^'k/tiT^* Fed. lib. i. 
Gap. 9. p. 127. 

f&^«Sa^« o7i rjv wof a;/78. ;^ Xbyoj ijv fv to) Sew. — Ta^iTa Jk aj 

fiaymiag^ paTavifjuv Wf^a/A4'^ rovSeov.Ad Gentes, p. 68. 

TOK 9wv «) Swj w ;^of. Ibid. p. 5. 
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** qujre about the generation of the logos,'* 
fays HippoUtus, ** God the Father generated 
*• whom he pleafed, and as he pleafed*.'* 
*' We believe/' fays Athanafius, "that God 
** generated him fpontaneoufly, and volun- 
**urilyf;' 

Tertullian exprcfsly fays, that " God w]^s 
** not always a Father or a judge ; fince he 
** could not be a Father before he had a 
** Son, nor a judge before there was fin i 
** and there was a time when both fia 
** and the Son, which made God to be a 
*^ judge and a Father, were not J.'! The 
fame is alfo implied in the following paf- 
fage, ** At firft, before the Son made his 
^' appearance, God faid, let there be light. 



«; ijSfXJKTEv.' In Noetum, feft. 16. Opera, p. 18. 

"t* AjjiouqcSofa ya^ fifxsig rov ^sov t^ Ku^tov oujiov texuln eidolegj ekh- 

Sjn. Arim. Opera, vol. i. p. 898. 

t Quia et pater Deus eft, et judej^ Deus cfl, non tamen 
idco pater et judex femper. Nam nee pater potuit effe 
ante filium, nee judex ante delifium, Fuit autem tempus 
cuni et deliflurn et filius non fiiit quod judicem et qui pa* 
trem Dominum fecerit. Ad Hermogenem, capt 3. Opera, 
P-5t3+* 

r an4 
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" and there was light ; the word itfelf was 
'' immediately the true light ; for from 
'^ that time Chrift the word afliiled^ and 
«• adminiftered. God would that things 
** (hould be, and God made them*." But 
the following paflage is perhaps ftill more 
exprefs. *' If that," fays he, ^* which was 
^ in God, and came out of God, was not 
*' without a beginning, viz. wlfdom^ which 
•« was produced from the time that God 
*' determined to nuke the .world, much 
<* more muft things that are without God 
•* have a beginning -f-." 

•• Chrift,'* fays Novatian, " is always in 
^* the Father, left he (hould not always be 
«« a Father ; but the Father muft in fome 

* Prifnum quulem, nondum filio apparente, et dixit 
Dem, fiat lux, et b&k eft : ipfe ftatim fermo lux vera, 
qyc inuminat homiocin yanicntem ia hunc ouiadum, e| 
per ilium mundtalls quoque lux; Exindc autem in fer* 
mocie Chrifto adfiftente* et adminftraiite, Deus voluerit 
fisri, et Deus fecit. Ad Praxeam, fed. 12. Opera, p. 506. 

f Si eoim intra dorainum quod ex ipfo, et in ipTo fuit, 
fiae ioido non fuit, fopbia fcilicet ipfius, exinde nata et 
Coodka, ex quo m fenfu Dei ad opera mundi difponenda 
cspit agitariv multo magii , non capit fine initio qoicquam 
foifle quod extra dominupi fuerit. Ad Hennogenem, fed. 
iS. p. )3Q. 

K3 "fcnfe 
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•* fenfe precede him ; for he is prior as 
*• Father. For in fome way it is neceflary 
*' that he who has no origin precede him 
•^ who has an origin. He, therefore, when 
** the Father would, proceeded out of the 
^* Father, and he who was in the Father, 
*• came out of him *." Again, he fays, 
«* nothing was before Chrift, but the Fa- 
** ther+;'* and in another place, he fays, 
•' from whom,'* [viz. God] " and when he 
*' chofe, the Son, the word, was generated +•'* 
** God,'' fays Ladlantius, ** the framer 
** and ordainer of all things, before he un- 

♦ Semper enim in patre; ne pater non femper fit pater: 
quln et pater ilium etiam quadam ratione praecedit, quod 
necefle eft quadammodo prior fit qua pater fit. Quoniam 
aliquo pado antecedat necefle eft, cum qui habet originem 
ille qui ori^em nefcit« Hie ergo quando pater voluit, 
proceflit ex patre : et qui in patre fuit, proceffit ex patr^. 
Cap. 31. p. 121. 

+ Ante quem nihil praeter Patrem. Cap.i r. p. 32. 

X Eft ergo Deus pater omnium inftitutor et creator 
folus originem nefciens^ invifibilis, immenfiis, immortdis, 
seternus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini^ neque ma- 
jeftati neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim praeferri, fed 
jiec comparari poteft. Ex quo, quando ipfe voluit, ferma 
filius natus eft. Cap. 3 1 . p. 1 2 0; 

♦* dertook 
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** dcrtook the conftrudion of this world, 
*• generated an incorruptible fpirit, which 
*• he called his Son*," 

Eufebius, fpeaking of God intending to 
form the material world, as well as angels, 
and the fouls of men, fays *' he thought of 
*' making one to govern and dire^ the 
*' whole/' and then he proceeds to defcribo 
the generation of the Son, as being '^ the 
** proper wifdom of the Father +•" In the 
fame work he fays, ^* light is emitted ne« 
*< ceflarily from the fun \ but the Son be* 
•* came the image of the Father from 
'* his knowledge and intention, and when 

* Detis igitur machinator, conlHtutorque rerum, ante 
quam pneclanim boc opus mundi adoriretur, fandum, in- 
comipdbilem fptricum genuk, quern filium nunoiparet' 
Infiit. Kb. 4. fed. 6. p. 364. 

f n^o^tfCw TO fuX^i oia 5foc, Til vpoyvM^v^ w^vn Tf , Tiikf 
■rmlwi «^ 7tytm)( v§ ftayaik^ avfjuOt nfcOn Sfnoo^oiwt.-— B«^ 

|tfi(, «vyrfX»( Ti j^ ofx^rrTTXir;, «wXa ti j^ 4ray%i ne^ofa «my<cak, 

«{9nk 3f 4^92^ avdfArrafr Eia tot t^ }iv<i8^7na( anra0D( oow* 

iciMev vyi^MNi Tf y) ^iXra Tvt e^Aiy Vfoloi^x^dAi mTb Blm Do- 
monftnuio, lib. 4* cap. i. p. 145, 

K 4 •: he 
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** he pleafed, he became the Father of a 

^•Son^'' 

It was thought by fbme of the ancients, 
as Beaufobre fays ( Hiftoire de Mani- 
cheifme, vol. 1. p. 264) that angels were 
made before the vifible world, and that Sa- 
tan was their prince. The Son, therefore, 
being generated immediately before the vi- 
fible world, muft have been pofterior to 
Satan ; and upon this idea, Athanafius, in the 
dialogue which he is fuppofed to have had 
with Arius, obferves, that if he worfhipped 
the fir fi of creatures^ he muft worftiip Satan. 
That Satan was the firft of creatures, was 
inferred from Job xl. 19. where it is faid 
of Behemoth (which was thought to repre- 
fent Satan) that he is the chief of the works 

of God, in the Septuagent, tfpx»N the begin- 

'k ■ . • . 

ning*, 

*ry\; ucriag cuii^tQr\Ho^ axi^piTov* O Sk uioq Holayvu/jinv xj vgoM^eatv 
tixav VTrsm th 'sial^o^ . ^Kiri^eig ya^ o ^sog yeyovev vm wah^' De- 
monftratioj lib. 4. cap, 3, p. 148. - 

* O Seoj Tffl I«3 X^M^^^^^t ^^ ^P^ '^^f '^ ccHavH^ rslsahf 
a^X^ is^^tfffMlog KV^iH TffBWOiiyjisvr) ^lATCoul^za^au into tm oyyc?^/ fjtXm 
ov is9 70 'SfgoHov 'aomfM 'ffpoirtuwav^ rov calavav 'srpo^tumi, no&oi 

vapsrnariv 
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We are now advanced as far as the coun^ 
cil of Nice, without finding any other opi- 
nion than that of the Father generating the 
Son voluntarily, and in time; but now wc 
come to a ftridler kind of orthodoxy, and 
between them we find fomc little incon- 
fiftency in what Hilary has advanced on 
this fubjed. 

In fomc paflages he feems to be clearly of 
the opinion of thofe who went before him. 
Thus he lays, ** God the Father is the 
•* caufe of all, being abfolutely without be- 
•* ginning, and alone. The Son was pro- 
'^ duced by the Father before all time, be- 
^' ing created and founded before the ages. 
** He was not before he was generated ; but 
«• being generated before time, and before 
*' all things. He alone fubfifled from the 
*' Father alone. He is neither eternal nor 
•* co-eternal — for God is before the Son, 
♦* as we learned of thee, O Pope,*" to whom 
bis work is addrefied, '' preaching in full 

ma^tCHTtf hcryoi . i^v it ffvftffoa^ SfM^BOf, ok tm yut Vfolt^w 

Opera, vol. 2. p. 120. 



€€ 
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**> congregation/' Again, he fays, ^' He is 
*' his chief, as his God, firice he is before 
*• him*/' " I do not know,'' fays he, 
** when the Son was generated; but it 
** would be wickednefs in me to be igno- 
*' rant that he was generated -f." 

That Hilary did exprefs this opinion fs 
evident from Auftin's cenfuring him for af- 
cribing eternity to the Father only J; and 

* £t quidem Deus pater caufa eft omnium, omnino fine 
initio folitarius : Filius autem fine tempore editus eft a pa- 
tre, et ante fecula creatus et fundatus. Non erat ante- 
quam nafceretur : fed fine tempore ante omnia natus, folus 
a folo patre fubfiftit. Nee enim eft aeternus, aut co-aeter- 
nus, aut fimul jnon fa£tus cum patre> nee fimul cum patre 
habet efTe, ficuti quidam dicunt, aut aliqui duo non nata 
principia introducentes, fed ficut unio eft principium om- 
nium, fie et Deus ante omnia eft. Propter quod et ante 
filium eft, ficut et a te didicimus, papa, media in ecclefia 
praedicante. Principatur autem ei, utpote.Deus ejus, cunl 
fit ante ipFum* Lib. 4. p. 60. 10 1. 

"t* Nefcio enim quando natus fit filius, et nefas eft mihi 
nefcire quod natus fit. Lib. 2. p* 27- 

X £t quia non mediocris au£toritatis in tra£tatione fcrip- 
turarum, et aflertione fidei vir extitit, Hilarius enim hoc 
in libris fuis pofuit, horum verborum, id eft, patris et ima- 
gini^ et muneris ; aeternitatis et fpeciei et ufus, abditam 
fcrutatus intelligentiam quantum valeo non eum fecutam 

arbitror 
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yet in oilier paflages of this work Hilary 
holds a different language, '^ Where there 
•* is always a Father," he fays, " there is 
*« always a Son*." •' You think it, O he- 
'* retic, pious and religious to fay that God 
** always was, but that the Father was not 
•• always +•" Again, he fays, «* to deny 
*' the eternity of Chrifl is a fin againfl the 
"Holy Spirit J." 

This inconfiilency in Hilary may perhaps 
be explained by the following maxims of 
his, viz. " That is eternal which is before 
••lime§." By thus making that to be 

arbitror in «tcmiuiis vocabulo, nifi quod pater non habct 
patrcm de quo fit, filius autem de patre eft ut fit, atque ut 
illi co-xtcmut fit. De Triniute, lib. 6. cap. 9. Opera, 

▼ol- 3- P* 33^- 
* Ubi autcmfemper pater eft. Temper et filius eft. Lib. 

f Pium tibi ac rcligiofum, haeretice, exiftunas, Deum 
Temper quidem> Ted non Temper patrem confiteri ? J bid. 

X Peccatum autem in Tpiritum eft, Deo virtuta pote(^ 
tatcm n^rt, ct ChriAo Tubfiantiam adimere ctemitatis. 
In Matt. Opera, p. 519. 

§ Aterum autcm eft, quicquid tempos excedit Lib. 

12* p- 307. 

eternal 
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eternal which preceded the creation, when 
time was fuppofed to commence, he might 
fJBLy that the generation of Chrifl was from 
eternity, and yet mean that he had not al^ 
ways been generated. 

After this time the opinion of the catho* 
lie chriftians was invariably in favour of a 
proper eternal generation | and in this they 
were aflided by the genuine principles of 
Platonifm; according to which the crea- 
tion» and confcquently the nous or logos^ its 
immediate author, was from eternity. Till 
this time the Platonizing chridians had 
only held fo much of Platonifm as they 
had been able to retain confidently with the 
univerfally received dodrines of rcvebtion, 
one of which was fuppofed to be that there 
was a time before God made the world, or 
had a Son. They were, therefore, obliged 
to hold that there was a time when the Fa* 
ther was a/one, the Son having no cxiftence, 
but as the reafon of the Father. But as, in 
the courfe of this controvcrfy, the perfonal 
dignity of Chrift advanced, which it uni- 
formly did, they came to think with the 

Platonidsi 
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Platonifls, that the legos might have been 
from eternity» though the creation had not. 
They then argued as the Platonifts had 
done, that the effect (and fuch they never 
fcrupled to call Chrift) might always have 
co-exiflcd with its caufe. When it was 
obje(fted that, ** if the Son and Spirit be 
•• eternal, they muft be without caufe, 
" like the Father." Gregory Nazianzen 
replies, ** that cfFeSs are fometimes cotem-- 
*• porary with their caufes, as is the cafe 
<• with the fun and his light*." 

The difficulty about involuntary genera^ 
tiott was not got over fo well as that relat-* 
ing to its taking place before all time. 

" The Father," fays Auftin, " generated 
•* the Son neither neceflarily, nor volun- 
«* tarily, becaufe there is no neceflity in 
«* God. The will cannot be before wifl 
•' dom, which is the Son." He then afks, 
«< Do you, O heretic, fay whether the Fa- 
♦« ther exifted neceflarily, or voluntarily ♦•'* 

^ AaPM 3^ TO sCuft •( s msAt^ — v^ffCJ!tf<9 nn m trv alim^ 
Ayof n f^ r^ioi. Or. 35. Opera, p. 563. 

* Voluntate genuit pater filium, an neceiEtate ? Nee 
Toluotate, nee ncccflitatc ; quia ncccflitas in* Deo non eft ; 

' pneire 
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Chryfoftom, after reprefenting eruSiation as 
an involuntary thing, dcfcant^ upon God's 
cruAating a good logos. *^ It was not the 
*^ ftomach/' he fays, ** but/the heart ; and 
** what did he cru6tate ? not meat or drink, 
*\ but the good logos, his only begot- 
^* ten -f." Cyril of Alexandria feems to 
fay, that Chrift, being the will of the Fa- 
ther, it is abfurd to afk whether he was 
generated voluntarily, or involuntarily J, 

In a creed drawn up by the bifhops in 
the eaft, and fent to thofe in the weft (in 
which the Arian docSrines of the creation of 
the Son out of nothing, and of there ever 
shaving been a time when he was not, are con- 
demned, the opinion that the Father did not 

praeire autem voluntas fapientiam non poteft, quod eft 
Alius : igituf priqs eft rationabiliter fapere, quam radona- 
biliter velle. Die, inquit, ct tu haeretice, Deus pater ne- 
ceflitate eft Deus, an voluntate ? Queft, 65. Oper^, vol. 
4. p. 678. 

cuyfm *ni r^aveZvi^ y^ycv aya&cv^ tov *ffspi ra /jtovoyevag. In Pf. 
44. Opera, vol. 3. p. 207, 

X De Trinitatc, lib. 2. vol, 2. p. 384. 
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generate the Son of his free will and choice 
is likewife condemned *« The fame doc- 
trine is aflerted in another of thofc oricQr 
tal creeds, in which it is faid, ^' If any one 
•* (hall fay that the Son was not generated 
•• at the will of the Father, let him be 
^* anathema •{••" 

I mud not conclude this fubjed without 
mentioning the opinion of Origcn, viz. that 
there is no time with rcfpedl to God ; and, 
therefore, that it muft be impofliblc to 
determine when the Son was generated. 
He fays, that ** there is no evening or 
•• morning with God, but time of the fame 
** cpctent with^ his eternal life. This is the 
•* oay ip which tjic Son is generated, the 
f ^ beginning of his birth, and the day of his 

^ T«( % MyoAx; r| i» oAiv tot imt, n t| &i^ vroran^^ ^ 

iMde^opi mtO^vTM . OfjMmf m^ tu^ Myorlo^ rpif mat 9ckf, q roy xf*ror 
^ SMu Sfoy vfo ruv cu»t)n,/i>iltxpiro9fjo!kyic9^ aKuauhv^nrof 
atfh BMU Ualtfa »^ Xt09 «) aytof Ihmjfia^ j^ arynnhf lof mov, n ok 
u fi^Ovffu rtik ^t>rjTu tyvmffa o vaTiif rc» mot, a9cAfialt(a n oyia 
jy juAaoo) uoo^mix. Socratis Hift. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. go, 

t El TK/o* ii>a¥ra!i&' t» wal^ yfrrnnxSoi m ww X£ya^ ««• 
&^ trth Ibid. lib. 2, cap. 30. p. 126. 

** being 
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.♦* being fdunded */' But it does not ap- 
pear that any perfon in his time, or for 
many years after, fuppofed that the Son had 
cxifted always, except as the reafon of the 
eternal Father, an attribute belonging to 
, him, and not feparatedfroni him. Auftin 
alfo fuppofes that there was no time before 
the creation +. 

According to Plato himfelf, time cannot 
be predicated of what is eternal ; fo that it 
cannot be faid of God that be was, or that 
he will be J but only that he is J. He alfb 
fays that time was made with the heavens §. 

* X2 au en to tnyjis^ov^ me m yof ECTi^d ^es, sya Jg wysf^oi cJf 
kSe 'ff^ma, X^ cufMTra^Ejcleivav tyi aymnl» }^ ou^w oujIh fonj, Ir ^loi 
itTTOy Xf ovo?, *i/>tff« (riv aula crnfis^ov^ £v n yeyEmilat o utog. A^X^K 
ytveaza^ avis tla^ ax sufHO^/mnK^ as afc rng nfj^a^. Gjmment, 
vol. 2. p. 31. 

-f- Quae tempora fuiffent quae abs te non condita eiTent. 
Confeff. Q^ii. vol. I. p. 19c. 

J TofHa h ^socfla fABp)^ Xp^^i ^9 'ro, t w, to t $rai^ x/JOWtyfTO- 
volos ciJw, ^sfiovlig y^av^avofjuv em tw cuiiov aa-uxv^ sk op^u^ . >>syoyi£9 
yao 3ri «5 w, ^Ti T6 ^ BTcu' TYi Jc TO Efi fAovov^ icola Tov a>a&n >J3ya»t 
mpotrmei . to ie w, to, t crax, 'sjspi rrv ev xpovasysveaiv tao'cev wpmn 
T^yEa^ai. Tiroacus, p • 7 1 1 . Ad Genevan 

§ Xfcvog y av^fiit Hpava ytyovev^ tvaocfjLayem&Evleg^ Ofjia t^ htAoh 
O'iv, ay '5ro7e ^W7•I5 ns aJIm ysvijlcu. Ibid. p. 529. 

1 CHAP, 
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CHAPTER IV^ 

Tie Inferiority of the Son to the Fafher^ Jbonjiiti 
to have been the Do&rine of all the Anteni'^ 
cene Fathers. 

JT is remarkable that, though all the An- 
tenicene Fathers were of opinion that 
the Son derived his being from ihcfubftance 
of the Father^ and before his generation was 
even his own proper wifdom^ power^ and 
all his other eflential attributes, they uni« 
formly aflcrted> that he was inferior to the 
Father^ and fubjcdt to him. This was 
certainly unnatural^ and a real inconfiilency. 
For, admitting the Son to have been what 
they rcprefcnted him, he was, to fay the 
Icaft, fully equal to every thing that could 
conditute the Father. Indeed, taking from 
the Father all that they fay had conftituted 
the Son, there was nothing of any value 
left to belong to himfelf. 

Admitting their abfurd notion, that, af-» 

tcr the generation of fuch a Son (to confti- 

tute whom', all his own eflential attributes^ 

Vol. 1L L in 
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in their fullcA extent, contributed) the Fa« 
ther was not really dimini(hed» but left in all 
refpeds the fame as if no fuch communica- 
tion of his powers had been made ; yet as he 
could not be greater, or more excellent thait 
he had been, and the Son had all the perfec- 
tions that the Father had ever been poflefled 
of, thefe writers would natm'ally have beet 
led to maintain the perfedt equality of the 
Son to the Father^ as they atSually did fomc 
time afterwards. Their not doing this, 
therefore, for fome centuries^ clearly dif- 
covcfs that thefe philofophizing chriftians 
were in very different fitoations at the two 
different times, with refpeft to their fellow 
chriilians, and the opinions that were gene- 
rally entertained by them. 

This remarkable hCt cannot, I think» be 

« 

accounted for, but upon the fuppofitioo» 
that, while they hefitated to purfue their 
principle to its proper extent, they were 
reftrained by the fear of popular prejudices^ 
which would not have borne the dodruc 
of the equality of the Son to the Father. 
Or, notwithftanding the tendency of the new 
dodrioc^ the force of habit wu focht that 

they 
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they could not bring themfelves at once to 
change the language^ and the ideas to 
which they and their anceftors had been 
long accuftomed. Now the circumftancfc 
which fo long retrained the natural ope« 
ration of this new dodrine of the genera-^ 
tion of the Son from the fubftance of the 
Father, and of his very ieing confifting of 
the eflential attributes of the Father, could 
be nothing elfe but the eftabltihed do(^rine 
of one GoJ, of unrivalled majefty and power, 
whofe fervant Chrift. as well as all the pre^ 
ceding prophets, had always been conii-* 
dcred. It is evident, from numberlefs paf* 
fagcs in their writings, that they were 
afraid lefl the new dodtrines of the pre-* 
exidence and divinity of Chrift (hould give 
offence to the common people, who were 
for a long time generally unitarians* This 
hypothefis only can well account for thefe 
writers fo fully and fo frequently exprefling 
their belief of the inferiority of the Son to 
the Father. 

As, in this view, the language they hold 
on this fubje£t is an article of confiderablo 
importance^ (hewing us their real fituation 

hz and 
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and feelings, I fhall produce a confiderable 
number of paflages from the Antenicene 
Fathers, in which their opinion of the in- 
feriority of the Son to the Father is clearly 
cxprefled, and it would have been very eafy 
to have doubled the number. 
' I lay but little ftrefs on any paflagc in 
the writings of thofe who are called apojlo- 
lical Fathers^ or the epiftlcs of Ignatius, 
for rcafons that have been given in my 
Introdudlion ; but as the compofition of 
them, or the interpolations in them, were 
made in a pretty early age, I fhall fekifl a 
few of them. They ihew that the idea 
^f the inferiority of the Son to the Father 
was not given up when thofe worka were 
compofed. 

^ Hermas, fpeaking of a vineyard let out 
by itif owner^ who had many fervants, to 
his fott^ whec^ he took a journey^ fays» 
** The owner of the eftate reprefents the 
** Father, the creator of all things ; his 
^* fervant, the fon of God ; and the vine- 
^ yard, which he keeps, the pcopk," And^ 
giving a reafon why the fon is placed in a 
lervik cofUdition^^ he fays^ ^^ it is oot a 

iervice,. 
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'• fcnricc» but a place of great power ; for 
'^ that he is the Lord of the people, having 
** received all power from the Father ♦." 
This is not the manner in which an ortho* 
dox chriftian would have exprefled himfelf 
on the fubjed. 

Ignatius commends the Epfaefians for 
their harmony; laying, that ** they were 
<* fo joined, as the church to Chrift, and 
«« Chrift to the Father ; that every thing 
•« might be in perfedk harmony-f-.** ** Be 
** fubjcA to the bifhop, and to one another, 
^« as Jefus Chrift was to the Father (ac- 
'• cording to the flcfli) and the apoftlcs to 
*« Chrift, the Father, and the Spirit +. Be 

* Domimis autem fundi dcmonftnitar efic is qui crea« 
vit cun^ ct confummavit, et virtutem illis dedtt, fervus 
vcro iUi filiui dea eft. Vinea autem populut eft, queni 
fervat ipTe ^— In fervili pondttione oon ponitur filius 
det, fed in magoa poteftate et imperio -*^ Vides igitur 
cflc domtnum populli accepta a patre fuo omni poteftate. 
Lib. 3. cap. 5, 6. p. 105. 

£p.(ea.s*P- '3- 

PfPfn^mfrnMHTt^m m ^ iAm Ad Mag, fca. iSp. ai. 

L3 ••yc 
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^^ yc imitators of Chrift, 2s he is of the Fa- 
** ther*. As our Lord did nothing with-r 
*' out thp Father, being united to him ; 
*' neither by himfelf, por by his apoftles, 
*« fo do you nothing without the bifhop^ 
** and the elders -j-." This language favours 
of primitive antiquity, and makes me in- 
clined to think that the epiftles are not 
altogether forged, but rather interpolated, 
^t Icaft they muft have Ijcen forged in au 
early age. 

Juftin Maj-tyr, who infifts fo much on 
the pre-exiftencc and divinity of Chrift, 
fpeaking of the logos, fays, ** than whom 
/* we know no prince more j^ingly, and 
'* more righteous, after the God who gene- 
'* rated him J/' Speaking of the God i^ 
heaven, and the God upon earth, who con»- 
verfed with Abraham, he fays, ^'*The for- 
** pier is the Lord of that Lord who was 

Philad. fed ?• ?• 32, 

^i cuHn^ & ^ta Tm enroToXasv ' iilag fJuriSe vftst^ aveu m mKntOTn, J^ 
TwnsptaQuli^ (i^tv 'Bspaurads, Ad. Magi fefi» j^. p. 19 • 

^"iiva Qiio^m Qv^ Apd. I< p. 174 . 

f ^ upoi^ 
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^^ upon earth, as his Father, and God^ the 
** caufe of his exigence, and of his being 
.*• powerful, and Lord, and God ♦/' Nci- 
^ ther Ahratiam, Ifaac, nor Jacob," he fays, 
^' nor any man, ever faw the Father, and 
'' ineffible Irord of all, and of Chrift him* 
*' felf ; but he who by his will was God, 
'^ his Son, and an ai\gel, from his being fub«* 
*^ fervienC to his will, who at his pleafure 
« was made a man, from the virgin, who * 
'* alfo in the form of fire appeared to Mofes 
in the buflif.'* 

I will endeavour to convince you who 
5' know the fcriptures, that there is another 
^' iWho is caUed God and Lord, befides him 
^' that made all things, who is alfo called 
an angel, on account of his delivering to 
man whatever he who is ^he make;* of all 









mnm ts cam, ^ iuvarm^ jy »fM»i i ^« Dial. p. 413. 

* Om m ACpaa^ vrt Ifoaoi^ rrt Loiatf , m coxof wAponnn 
4% T09 msntfa ly apfmm wfU9 rm mamm ffgr^n^y 9 ^mi ti 

j^ aPfOm oi TV inytTMo th tm^ oifrs, of i^ aiid|pif70v yntvidfRo 
^ Tn mof^ 0t6t0mm^ «( «) «ip won Ttyori ta vpoj Moow ofu* 
mvimnvtigmu. Dial. p. 4^1. 

J^ 4 f' things. 
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** things, and above whom there is no other 
^' God, wills that he fhould deliver */' 

Though Chrift was fuppofed by this 
writer to have made all things, yet there 
was a fenfe in ^hich the phrafe, maker of 
all things (^o ^onfltif rav ^ap]»v) was thought to 
be applicable to the Father only. " I will 
^* endeavour/' fays he, *' to (hew that he 
** who appeared to Abraham, Jacob, and 
^^ Mofes, and who. is <:alled God, is diiFe- 
^^ rent from the God that made all things, 
^^ &c.— I fay that he never did any thing 
'^ but what that God who ma^e all things, 
^* afid above whom there is no god, willed 
Mthat he ihould do or fayf," With a 

fjJVf^®" HOt^snaUf iia ro ctSyBT^iv roi^ ovOpaTTOi^ ccramp finT^tcu oah 
70ti oSyiOiXi T«v oTiow 'ztroinTjjj, \nt%p ov o^®- ^eog ajf en. It is ac- 
knowledged that this wep fhould be 'srapa, or v7ro» Dial. i. 

p. 249. 

*}* JUkpa^ropm 'sszktou vfjLa$ olt tilo^ rs rco A^paafi 1^ ra hotaS )^ r^ 

^A(0(rsi cdf^ou ^JEyofAOf®- 3^ yeypofJifAm; deo^ elepo^ in rs ra marroi 

*sroin(rav7^ ^h * api^yM T^syt) a»o^ a m yvufn/i, Oviev yap ffifH 

cmav vrsTTpaxBVM vot£ n oTTip auTo^ TOV tuHTfiov woificrag. wsp oy 

a>^ &c £n. dso$^ ^^^^aij nou wf>afau m oputT^m, Dial* u 

' view 
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view to this Origen calls Chrift the imme^ 
diate maker of the world*. 

Athenagoras did not coniider Chriil as 
the one GoJ^ but one who was employed 
by the one God. ^* Our dodrine/' he fays, 
^' teaches us, that there is one God, the 
^^ maker of all things*-who made all things 
'♦ by his own logos •}-." 

Clemens Alcxandrinus calls the logos 
'* the image of God, the legitimate fon of 
** his mind ; a light, the copy of the light, 
^* and man the image of the logos J." He 
calls the Father the only true God. AI* 
luding to the heathen myfteries, he fays, 
^^ Be thou initiated, and join the chorus 
** with the angels about him who is the 
** unbegottcn and immortal, the only true 
♦* God, God the logos joining with us^ 
^' he being always the one Jcfus, the great 
M high pricfl of the one God, and his 

• T» m^onxfi^ iiyuMfyov. Contra Ccifum^ lib. 6. p- 317. 

f E.XU it >erfoq fpMtf if a Sicf ayti rn tk?£ tk vaOo; ccoJn*', 
pAmpatfu yttoimm (0% T0 ov v tmiai cO^a to /oi cr) maiux itCiAm 
maf m!k yoyu wrxotmcla. Apol. p. 40. 

J H^itf yap nt Si* cuwy, xjyof «wi. Kjb ws^ nvH yr^TiG-^ 

f^ Ccntcs, p. 62. 

*' FatEer^ 
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^^ Father ; he prays for men, and gives 
" laws to men */' He fpeaks of Chrift 
ias ^^ fubfervient to his Father's will, and 
f^ only called .God by way of figure -f-. 
*' The mediator/' he fays, ** performs the 
** will of the Fathen The logos is the 
** mediator, being common to both, the 
^* feal of God, and the Saviour of men. 
^* Of the one hp is the fervant, but our 
** inftruftor J." >* Tberp i^ one unbe- 
^' gotten almighty Father, and p»e firft 
f^ begotten, by whom all things were, and 
without whom nothing was made. For 
^ one is truly God, who xpade the apx» [the 
' origin] of all jthipgs, meaning his firfl 

^* begotten §lon ||.'* And yet jh}s writer 

t 

1^ avcii>^pcv i^ /Mvov oviug Ssov, avwfjtmsvl®' nfMV ts ^sh T^oyn, Aiiio^ 
Soq^ Irnni £/^, t*^ai apx^E^sug ^es te svog m aula xj ^aotlpoi, wrip 
piv^pa7rp)y sux^lMt ^ av^pmroig ByfcsMu^at, Ad Gente§, p, 74. 

'\ 0£og ev av^^aTTS ax^f^^" ^Xp^^^y nsaipoioi ^s^ayxoOi ^lOHOvog^ 
hoyogj Sho$, osv7Ci> 'zsotloi^ ek h^im m ^alpog^ auv ^ ra <rxnfxa!i ^ og. 
Ibid. p. 80. 

X Kof TO &£XiV4A Tt< 'jsoslpog fJtsafkg atlgj^i . fAiathg yap Xoy®7y 
KOivo; ayi/potv, 0£oy /i£y viog^ a-(^p ^e ocv^fUTTdiV' Kot m fjLtv 3k(^ 
^0;, u/*«vSf, 'sraii^aryuyog. Paedag. lib, 3. cap* I. p. 215- 

}| E^TEt h tv t^ TO aysj/vnIgVi vsGl^oKpcil^p ^eog * svie kmto vp0^ 
yr/,T$r/, Si K T« wavra sysysro^ Jj} x^p^^ cnmsEWfTO «3f ev* &s yocp, 
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hzA reprefentcd the logos as equal to God, 
Spc p. 13N 

Tertullian confiders '^ the monarchy of 
** God, as not iafringed by being com- 
^* mitted to the Son, efpecially as it is not 
^* infringed by being committed to innu« 
^' merable angels, who are faid to be Tub- 
•* fervient to the commands of God ♦/* 
•* How," (ays he, " do I dcftroy the mo- 
** narchy, who fuppofe the Son derived 
*• from the fubftance of the Father, who 
«< receives all power froip the Father, and 

99y9cv7ior. Strom, lib, 6. p. 644. 

* Atqui nullam dico dominationem ita unius fui efle, 
ita fingularem, iu monarchiam^ ut non etiam per alias 
Broxiouts peifonas adminidrctur, quas ipfa profpexerit offi- 
ctales fibi. Si vcro ct filius fucrit ci, cujus monarchia fit, 
noa ftatim dividi cam, et monarchiam cfle dednere, fi par* 
ciccp« ejus adfumatur ct filius: fed proindc illius cflc prin- 
cipalttera quo communicatur in filium; ct dum illius eft, 
proindc monarclHara cflc, qux a duobus tam unicis conti- 
actur. Igitur fi ct monarchia divina per tot I'.gloncs ct 
exercitus angrlorum adminiftratur, ficut fcriptum eft, milf 
lies millia aufiftcbant ci, ct millics ccr.tcna millia apparc- 
bant ci : nee idco unius cflc dcfiit, ut dcfinat monarchia 
cfic, quia per unu millia virtutum procuratur. Ad Prax- 

pam, fcA« 3. p* 503« 

<* docg 
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* does nothing without the Father's will % 

* he being a fervant to his Father */' He 
(ays that ** Paul is fpcaking of the Father 

* only, when he fpcaks of bim whom no 

* man bus f^en^ or can Ji^j and as tke king 

* eternal^ immortal^ and invifihle^ the only 
^God-^.^' ** According to the ceconomy 

* of the gofpel, the Father chofe that the 

* Son {hould be on earth, and himfelf 

* in heaven ; wherefore the Son himfelf, 
^ looking up^vards, prayed to the Father, 

* and teaches us to pray, faying, Our Fa- 

* tber^ who art in beaven ^." 

* Ceterum, qui filium non aliunde deduce, fed fed de 
fubftantia patris, nihil facientem fine patris voluntate, om- 
nem a patre confecutum poteftatem, quomodo poiTum de 
fide deftruere monarchiam, quam a patre fillo tradi^m in 
^lio fervOf Ad Praxeam, feft, 3. p. 502. 

f De pajtre auteni ad Timotheum, quern nemo vidit 
Lominum, fed nee videre poteft. Exaggerans amplius, 
qui folus habct immortalitatem ; et lucem habitat inaccefli- 
bileni. De quo et fupra dixerat, regi autem feculorum, 
immortali, invifibili^ foli Deo, Ad Praxeam, feft. 15. p. 
509, 

:J: Tamen in ipfa ceconomia, pater yoluit filiunr in terris 
haberi, fe vero in ccelis ; quo et ipfe filius fufpicieos, et 
orabat et poftulabat a patre, qu^ et nos ere£tos docebat 
orare : pater noftcr qui cs in cqelis. Ibid. feft. 23. p^ 
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Origen fays that •• God is the «fx^ (thq 
«< origin) to Chri(V, as Chrifl: is the ofx* to 
'^ thofe things which were made in the 
« image of God*." •' Both the Father 
" and the Son," he (ays, *' are fountains ^ 
«* the Father of divinity, the Son of lo- 
" gosf ." ** The Father on^y is the good, 
'^ and the Saviour, as he is the image of 
** the invidble God, to he is the image 
'* of his goodnefs +." •* The logos did 
" whatever the Father ordered §." ** The 
'< Saviour, and the Holy Spirit," he kys^ 
* ' are more excelled by the Father, than he 
*^ and the Holy Spirit excel other things, 
'^ 2cc. and he, though excelling fuch and 
** fuch great things (viz. thrones, prin- 
'^ cipalities, and powers) in cflence and 
*' office^ and power and godhead (for he is 
*' AtyH ty^'^yji and wifdom) is by no means^ 

««T« iiMTtr y\niium9 ^vt, Comoieat. vol. i. p. 1 8» 

t9-, • /i VIM, Af^v. Ibid, f . 47* "* 

X %Mi • #«iT»f /f r Mc crir tjMPf TV 3f« TV Mfif^tn, mmt 
as4 im tf>^«rv7A* im/tv umv. Tot. i. p. 377, 

««T^f M7« irrrtiMiT*. Ad CdfiuB, lab. j. p^ 65. 

a ** t© 
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" to be eoiiipafed witK the Father*/'' 
Speaking of the difference between the pro- 
poiitions /i* and t^-j^o, the former denoting 
infirumentality ^ and the latter proper cau" 
fility^ he fays, ** If all things were made 
*' (<^/*) by the logos (i. e, a$ the inftrii- 
'* ment) they were not made by (i/cro) the 
*' logos (i. e. as the catife) but by one 
** who is better and greater than the logos ; 
** and who can that be but the Fafher+?'*^ 

Alluding to the unitarians, with whom/ 
it is plain, he wifhed to ftahd on good 
lerms, he fays, *' We may by this mekna 
** folve the doubts which terrify niaiiy men, 
'^* who pretend to grefat piety, and who ate 
^^ afraid of making two gods, and througli 
**^ thi^ fall into vaiii and impious opinions; 

* Ou ^i/yitp/^w,' iiLK>f t/T€pCfleAA.»a"H vjTi^^y^ ^ttyLiv 79f 
cc'jjtigct^ )^ TO iffVivyLA TO aytov, viri^i:)(oUiVov Tocalov n j^ 
*aK^ov Alto T» Tetjfoi off a vxi^iyji etvlof jy To ay toy 'zrvivyLtt- 
^dav KotiraV'i' k Tav Tvyjav]»Y* Akk* oyiai tcov ToffAvJani 3^ 
tmAUk]«k vTiffiya? \i<rt(t, keu ^fzaCita, koi J^bvdfLU, x.ca 
^uoifflt («|W4wx°^ ^^P ^^' ^«>of) KeuiTtfplci, i &tJyKfif(la,$ 
XAT* isJ^iv T0 vctip. Comtaidhu voh 2. p. 218; 

f* Oi/7» tottfvv Kcit ir^et^i u nittvlct J^id tk KoyM iyiv^o^ 
^X ^'^^ '^^ Koya %y%viloy AM.* xfTTo Kpnlovo^ kcli [xtii^ov^ «•«:- 
fit T6V Koyov • Tiif J^' Av «tM©^ jf7®* Ti;y%«r« » 'zrceTuf . Ia 
Johan. Coftment. toK 9^. p* 5^ 

•^ denying 
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*^ denying that the nature of the Son is dif« 
^< ferent from that of the Father, and whey 
^ acknowledge that he is God in namer 
*' only I or denying the divinity of the 
'' Son, and then maintaining that his na-« 
*^ tare and eflence is different from that of 
^ the Father. For we muft tell them, thae 
•• he who is God of bimfelf is God with* 
*' the article ; but that all who are not God 
•• of thcmfclvcs, who are divine by becom-- 
^ ing partakers of hi» divinity, are Cod 
<* without the article, and feverally, among 
''. whom efpecially is the £rft-born of all: 
«• the creatures ♦•'* 

4W^^i «^ «rffCir/ J'vyiujrtft n\u tLfn(Jii9%f ij^tojtija c^/v 
%lif^9 m€fdL tw iti w^foi^ ofjioKoyu/lAf ^€or iircti Tov ftft;^t 

^itla}^ tM tiir n^iilAi /ft «&}< 7>r i/io7ii7ce, xcu riyr vo'idtr 

ifrtfi /imI^I * AiHTftor )f«p CtVTtlf OTI TOTft /(Atr AVr9^0i t 

m^if4L T0 «i;7t ^oi fttrt;^i9 79f ftJUim ^ftrmrtf '^oxou/utfor, 
•« • •5ftKt 4iA^A ^^ fti/f iirrftp«r d# Aiy«iT» « wttrrm^ • Tf#ro^ 

«WUC «)tf»lk MTUUKb UTt Wf«79f 7ir Wp9( TOT «&«or t^fiCI*- 

CoM^eat. Tol. s. p. 47* 
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. The article, he fays, is added when the 
word God iignifies the unbegotten caufe of 
all things f. This ohfervation of Origeir 
will be feen to have been borrowed from 
Pbilo, and it is void of all foundation. 

The writer of a book afcribed to Origcn, 
expreffes his opinion of the inferiority of 
the Son to the Father in a peculiarly ftrong 
manner, when he fpeaks of the propriety of 
praying to the Father only. For he re- 
prefents it as the cuftom of chriftians not 
to pray to any other than " the principal 

god, not to his fervants the prophets, or 

to Chrift, or to the apoftles -f. 

Origen fpeaks of •' no chriftian praying 
^* to any other than the God who is over 

It is evident from this paflage that the ancient unitarians 
would fay, that if Chrift be God, it is only in name, and 
that his divinity is the fame with that of the Father ; or 
elfe that he has no divinity at all, and is of a nature en- 
tirely different from the Father. 

«^WiiTK TetffaiTeti T»v ohav ct/Ti». Orig. in Joh. vol. 2. p. 46* 

Kcu rots etTfo^ohdi ctuT^i ^k ^i ^^psy. Contra Marcioiii;' 
tasi p. 2I2« 

" all, 
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•* alU by our S;iviour, the Son of God 
•* who is the logos, the wifdom, and the 
" truth*/' •* If wc knov<r/! fays he, *' what 
•• prayer is, we mud not pray to any created 
** being* not to Chrift himfelf, but only 
•• to God the Father of all, to whom our 
"Saviour himfclf prayed -f*." *' Wc arc 
•• not to pray to a brother, who has the 
♦* fame common father with ourfelves ; 
" Jefus himfelf faying, that we muft pray 
•* to the Father through him. — In this we 
^* are all agreed, and are not divided about 
•* the method of prayer ; but fliould we not 
** be divided, if fome prayed to the Father, 
" and fome to the Son, Common peo- 
*• pie,'* he fays " through a great miflake, 
** and want of diflinguiOiing, prayed to 

* Ovjt ttf^i dAAcf ^Afftip %yy%^Att n TO wf9f m^rret 
/itffcti ««*! vtf^i ^i4f» /«« Til stinu^oi ufACir vt* J'iatv d^m * 0< 

Vtfl AV7U Ai T«r Vf :SNT4y 7v ^lif KCU Jiff AToroAftf/ 7lf Iv.Ji 

yf^pAt, Ad Celfuoi. lib. 5. p. 233. 

|AW« T« Ol« TATir oA*|r jtAi ^KTflt « X^' At/7o; fcrif n^JiMtp 

mf^antx'^'^^ ^ «f3Tc£p:}t//t^«. De Oratiooc, p. 48. 

Vol. II M " the 
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** the Son either with the Father, or with- 
*'out the Father J." 

Here I cannot help repeating what I ob- 
fervcd before, that, if Chrift had been what 
Origen, among others, fuppofed him to 
have been, viz. the operative faculties of 
the Father^ and the very being who made 
the world, and who governed it, he could 
not but have been confidered as the proper 
objeft of prayer, evpn in preference to the 
Father himfelf ; becaufe, on that principle, 
we fliould have had more to do with the Son 
than with the Father; being more imme« 
diately. dependent upon him; fo that it 
could not have given any umbrage to the 
Father, if all our addrefles had been made 
to the Son. The fame reafon, whatever 

cnv ei/hoyov ' fjLova ya^ ra ^cxJ^t fiel efM t^ii e/^^a avoTrefi'jrleov erat 
vfJLi» ts^oatv^cnf • ravl tsv >syov\©' aKHoflsg IrKn, reo ^ea h aula tv- 
Xtf/AC^a, TO at/To Xeyovleg vravlsg^ fmh 'ziept rs t^otth tuj svxk^ cxi- 
(ofASvoi • n «x* (Tx^ZoyLt^ay eav 01 fjLSv t« ^alfi, w 3k t« vta R^tt/AsSa ; ' 
i3<ft)W otfjtafiav Hoia 'ZDroXAnv okifoutTmla ^la ro aSacavtrcv t^ an^ila- 

Xfiopi TV fjolpo^. De Ora:tion€, l^* 5X* 

it 
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it was, that made it proper for Chrift to 
make and govern the world, in preference 
to the Father, would make it equally pro- 
per that he fliould be the objed of prayer 
in preference to the Father. Since, there- 
fore, it is acknowledged that, in early times, 
Chrift was not the objedt of prayer, even 
to thofe who believed him to be their crea« 
for and governor, we may be aiTured that 
he was not generally confidered in that 
light ; and efpecially that he had not been 
io confidered from the beginning ; for then 
a different praiflice would neceflarily have 
been eflabliflied. 

In the next place, I (hall produce ibme 
pafifages from Novatian, whofc orthodoxy, 
with refpedt to the doArine of the tri- 
nity, was never qucftioncd. He fays, *^ the 
•* Father only is the only good God*." 
" The rule of truth teaches us to believe, 
«« after the Father, in the Son of God, 
*• Chrift Jefus, our Lord God, but the 
** Son of God, of that God who is one, 

* Quein Tolum merito bonum pronunciat dominus. 
Cap. 4. p. If. 

M 2 •' and 
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♦* and alone, the maker of all things*/* 
*' Though he was in the form of God, he 
** did not attempt the robbery of being equal 
*• with God. For though he knew that he 
*' was God of God. the Father, he never 
^* compared himfelf with God the Father; 
** remembering that he was of the Fa- 
** ther, and that he had what the Fa- 
^ ther gave him f .'' '^ The Son is lefs 
" than the Father, becaufe he is fandified 
" by him J.'' *' God the Father is the 
*^ maker and creator of all, who alone has 
** no origin, invifible, immenfe, immortal, 
'^ eternal, the one God, to whofe greatnefs, 

• ♦ Eadem regula veritatis docet nos credere poft patrem 
etiam in filium Dei ChriRum Jefum dominum Deum nof- 
trum, fed Dei fitium, hujus Dei qui ct unus et folus eft, 
conditor fcilicet rerum omnium. Cap. 9. p. 26. 

+ Hie ergo quamvis effet in forma Dei, non eft rapi- 
nam arbitratus aequalem fe Deo cfle. Quamvis enim fe ex 
Deo patre Deum efle meminiflet ; nunquam fe Deo patri 
^ut comparavit aut coniulit, memor fe efie ex fuo patre, 
et hoc ipfum quod eft habere fe, quia pater dediflet. Cap. 
22. p. 84. 

X Dum ergo accipit fandificationem a f)atre, minor 
patre eii* Cap. 27 « p. loz. 

*^ majefty. 
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** majcfty, and power, nothing can be pre- 
•* fcrrcd or compared*.*' *• If Chrift had 
** been uncreated, and likewife unbegottert, 
** there would have been two unbegotten, 
** and therefore two gods \'' " The* Soa 
** does nothing of his own pleartrre, nor does 
'* he come of himfelf \ but in all things 
•* obeys his Father's commands J." Al- 
luding to the Sabellians, he fays, that ^' very 
<• many of the heretics, being moved with 
" the greatnefs and truth of his divinity, 
^' extending his honours too far, have dared 
«< to advance that he is not the Son, but 

• Eft ergo Dcas pater omntum inftitutor ct creator, 
iblus originem neidens, inviCbills, immenfus, immortalis, 
irternut, unus Deus, cujuf neque magnitudini neque ma- 
jeftati neque vbtttti quicqoam non dixerim pneferri, f^nl 
nee comparari poieft. Cap,3i. p. iig. 

t Si enim natus non fuiflet ; innatus comparatus cum 
CO qoi efict innatus, lequattone in utroque oflenfa duos fa- 
ccret innatoS) et idco duoi faceret deot : fi non genitus efllt ; 
colihii cum CD qui genitus non cflet, et scquales inventi, 
duos dcos merito reddidiflknt non geniti ; atque idco duo« 
Chrtfius reddidiflet dcos. Cap. 31, p. 1 22. 

X Filfus autcm nibil ex arbttrio Aio gerit» nee ex con- 
fiUo fao facit^ nee a fe vtnit, Ted unperiis patemis omnibus 
ct prsccptis obcdiu Cap. 31. p. 123* 

M 3 *' God 
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" God the Father himfelf *.'• This, he 
fays, afterwards is to acknowledge the di- 
vinity of Chrift in too boundlefs and \xmc^ 
ftrained a manner -f-. 

Arnobius fays, that *' the omnipotent, and 
•'only God, fcnt Chrift J." And again, 
** Chrift, a God, fpake by the order of 
** the principal God§/* 

<* The Soh,"^' fays Laarantius, ^< patiently 
*^ obeys the will of the Father, and does 
*^ nothing but what the Father wills or or-r 
^* ders||." <^ He approved his fidelity to 

♦ Ufque adeo hunc manifeftum eft in fcripturis effe 
Deum tradi, ut pleriqye haereticorum, divinitatis ipfius 
ipnagnitudine et vcritate commoti, ultra modum extcn- 
4entes honores ^jus, aufiifint non filium, fed ipfum Deum 
patrem promcre vel putare. Cap. 5t3. p. 87* 

f EiFrenatius et effuAus in Chriflo divsnitatem confiteri« 
Ibid. 

X Turn demum emiferit Chriftum, Deus omnipotens^ 
Deus folus. Lib. 2. p. 57. 

§ Deus inquam Chriftus (hoc enim faepe dicendum 
eft ut infidelium diffiljat et dirumpatur audi^us) Dei prin- 
cipis juffione loquens. Ibid. p. 50. 

II Quia voluntati patris iideliter paret, nee unquam fa- 
Ciat aut fecerit, nifi quod pater aut vol^it, aut ju0it. Lib. 
' 1^ 4. fea. 29. p,447» 

^' Ood i 



•^ 
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•♦ God I for he taught that there is one 
*' God, and that he only ought to be wor- 
*' (hipped I nor did he ever fay that he was 
•• God. For he would not have prefcrved 
^' his allegiance, if, being fent to take away 
^* a multiplicity of Gods, and to preach one 
^* God^ he had brought in another, Befides 
•* that one. This would not have been to 
•* be the herald of one God, or him who 
'^ fent him, but have been doing his own 
** bufinefs, and feparating himfelf from him 
•* whom he came to honour. Wherefore, 
'' becaufe he was fo faithful, becaufe he af- 
*' fumed nothing to himfelf, that he might 
*' fulfil the commands of him who fent 
'* him, he received the dignity of perpe- 
^* tual prieft, the honour of fupreme king, 
<« the power of a judge, and the title of 
« God«." 

* lUe vero exhibuit Deo fidem. Docutt enim quod 
units Deus fit, eumque folum coli oportere : ncc unqiiam 
(t ipfe Dcum dixit : quia non fenraflet fidem ; fi mifitis, 
ut deot toHcret, ct unum aflereret ; inducerec alium, prz« 
ter unum. Hoc erat, non de uno Deo facerc pnrconiuin ; 
nee ejus, qui miferat, fed fuum proprium negodum gertre ^ 
ac fe ab eo, quern illuftratum venerat, feparare. Proptcrca 
^uia tarn fiddia cxtitit, quia fibi nihil prorfus afllunpfit, ut 

M 4 oundata 
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The fame language was held by Eufe- 
bius, who wrote about the time of the 
council of Nice. " Chrift," he fays, " the 
*' only begotten Son of God, and the firft- 
*^ born of every creature, teacher us to 
** call his Father the only true God, and 
** commands us to worfhip him only *•*' 
** There is one God, and the only begot- 
*' ten comes out of him+." " Chrift bdng 
** neither the fupreme God, nor an angel, 
** is of a middle nature between them ; 
** and being neither the fupreme God, nor 
** a man, but the mediator, is in the middle 
" between them, the only begotten Son of 
^* God:};." He has the fame/ fentimcnt in 

mandata mittentis impleret : et facerdotis perpetui digni- 
tatum, et regis fummi honorem, et jiidkis poteftatem, et 
Dei nomen accepit. Lib. 4, fe£t. 14. p. 395 v 

apxn^ Tov aula ^oBspa (jlovov rryBia^ai heov aX>iS?j, xj f/avov asSeiv rif40 
'iffccpaHiT^ilai. Praeparatio, lib. 7. cap. 15. p. 327. 

-f Aio iri }y fjiovog ^sog avlog * fAOVoyevng ^*£| ouIh n^poemv, De 
Laudibus Con ft. p. 752. 

X Xlre, /iiile aulov eivm tov em mavluv ^sov rrysKr^ai^ ptnTs rav of 
y£>\m £va • ralav h fisaov t^ fJLsairw • o7< r^ 'mdl^t xj aFyeT^ig /uck^ 
Isvei^ ag av fssaOdv^ ole pLsa-ilYig yivelai Ben x) acvSp%ci}v, (Jiea-og uv exatefa 
rayfialog i^ele^og ertv, fie(rthig VKet^xm . S avlog wv, eig ^ /Aovog Beog ' 
2t^ ofjLomg Toig hoivoig av^qontoi^^ ai6^anro$ • n 3e, & f^rihv 'nimi ' n 
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his books on the praifes of Conflantine. 
*' Chrift was of a middle nature between 
** things created, and him that had no ori<- 

^' gin *." 

We are now approaching to the time when 
we (hall hear no more of this language 
from thofe who were reputed orthodox. We 
do, however, hear the iarae fcntiment oc- 
cmfionally, when the writers were off their 
guard, and expreflcd themfelves according 
to the ideas of their prcdcceflbrs, efpecially 
writers near to thofe times. Thus, Atha- 
nafius fays, that " Chrift does every, thing 
«< according to the will and knowledge of 
«« the Father f ." 

Theodore t, having mentioned the great 
diftance between the unbegotten Father and 
rational and irrational beings, who were by 
him (vv'itoTv) produced out of nothing, fays, 
that *^ his only begotten Son, by whom 

Ua MarccUum, lib. 1. p. 8. 

* Mf^rfypy rt ^ iUtfym run T«y ytmnUm WiOi^ Tm OMjpXM^ ^ 
mrtrief i^aa. ?• 7 19* 757- 

iTamtBS^mfOilAmi^rimvnriitaikmJfHiffeiidau CdH- 
cra Gcntes, Opcra^ ^ol. i. p. 48. 
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•' («/^i m) all things were made out of nothing, 
*^ is of a middle nature between them */' 

At the cloTe of this feftion I (hall ob- 
ferve, in general, that whenever the Ante- 
nicene Fathers ufed the term God abfo- 
lutely, they always meant the Father only. 
But if, in their idea, the Father had been 
no more entitled to the appellation of God 
than the Son or the Spirit, they would cer- 
tainly have confined the ufe of the word 
God to exprefs divinity in general, and have 
ufed the word Father, and not God^ whea 
they really meant the Father only, exclu- 
fively of the two other perfons. Had there 
been no proper correlative to the word Son^ 
as a perfon, nothing could have been in- 
ferred from this ; but fince the term Father 
is perfedlly correlative to the term Son, and 
as familiar, it would certainly havq been 
ufed by them to denote the Father, zs well 
as the term Son to denote the Son, It is 
patural, therefore, to conclude, that their 

* Ayvosvleg ot avaowrw, wj fiSbcpov ecu ew fjisra^u warpos cp/BWfrm, 
3^ TOJV KTur^evTov VTF ocvTH 4 »t oirrwv, Xoytxav re J^ aXoyaf . wy 

T» 9m ^oys.^ Opera, vol, 3, p. 18. 

cuftom 
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cuftom of ufiDg the term God to denote the 
Father only was derived to them from ear- 
lier times, in which no other than the Fa- 
ther was deemed to be God, in any proper 
(enfc of the word. This language was 
continued long after, from a change of 
ideas, it ceafed to be proper. 

Very happily, the word Cod is ftill, in 
common ufe, appropriated to the Father, 
(b that none but profefled theologians are 
habitual trinitarians, and probably not even 
thefe at all times i and while the fcriptures 
are read without the comments of men, 
the Father alone will be confidered as God, 
and the fole objeft of wor(hip, ezclufively 
of the Son, or the Spirit. 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the Power and Dignity of Cbrifl as the 
pre^exijiing Logos of the Father. 

'Tp H E great obftaclc to the reception of 
chriilianity, cfpccially with perfoot 
diftinguiflicd for their learning, or their 
rank in life, was the mcanncfs of the pcr- 
fon, and condition of Chrill; and efpeci- 
ally the circumilance of his having been 
crucified as a common maIefa<2or. Tho(e 
who had difciplcs, called by their names» 
in Greece, if they had not been diAingutQKd 
for their wealth and rank in life, which was 
the cafe with fome of them, had, at leafl^ 
been men whofe time had, in a great mca- 
fure, been devoted to Audy, and none of 
them had been reckoned infamous. The 
death of Socrates bore fome rcfemblance to 
that of Chrid, but befides that the cir- 
cumftances of the deaths themfelves were 
confidcrably different^ he bad lived in inti- 
macy with the fird men of the ftate, and 
though not rich himfclf, had always been 

refpcded 



Chap. V. Dignity of Cbrijl. 173 

refpeded by the rich ; and his life had been 
devoted to fpeculation and inilrudtion. 
Whereas Chrift had had no advantage of 
liberal education, or leifure for fludy and 
fpeculation. He was born of obfcure pa* 
rents, and had lived in a very obfcure 
town of the moft defpifed part of his coun- 
try; and till he was thirty years of age, 
when he commenced public teacher, had 
been nothing more than a common car* 
penter. 

Thcfe circumftances might not have been 
much attended to beyond the limits of his 
own country. But his public execution as 
a common male£idor, was known where- 
ever the name and religion of Jefus was 
heard of; and though he might not be 
thought guilty of any crime (as it was no 
uncommon thing in any country for per- 
fons to be condemned, and fuffer unjuflly) 
yet the manner of his death fufficiently 
(hewed the low eftimation in which he had 
been held in his life, and marked him for 
one of the meanefl: of mankind. To be 
hanged at Tyburn in this country, or to be 
broke upon the wheel in France, gives us 

I but 
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but a faint idea of the ignominy of crtul^ 
Jpcion in the Roman empire* 

This wa8 one of the greateft difficulties 
that the firft preachers of chriftianity had 
to flruggle with, in their attempts to pro- 
pagate chriilianity ; and the weight of it 
was much greater than we, who are brought 
up with a high idea of the great perfonal 
dignity of Chri(l» notwithflanding the mean 
circumftances of his life, can be duly (enfi- 
ble of, or make fufficient allowance for. 
The apoftles, and firft preachers of chrif* 
tianity in general, being themfelves illite* 
rate men, had no means of removing this 
great obftacle, but by their accounts of the 
miracles wrought by Jefus Chriftt ud bis 
refurredion from the dead ; which were 
fufficient proofs of his divine miffion. Alio 
the miracles which the apoftles themfelves 
wrought, and the gifts of the Holy SpiriCt 
communicated to all the early converu, 
were ftanding proofs, during the age of the 
apoillcs, of the power of God accompanying 
their preaching. Thefe plain arguments 
were all that the apoftles, as we may fee by 
their writings, ever oppofcd to the pride of 

the 
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the Jews, or the cavils and contempt of the 
Greeks. For a long time, chriftianity feems 
to have fpread chiefly among the illiterate, 
though it was by no means confined to per- 
ions of low circumdances, efpccially out of 
Judea ; and though we may eaiily perceive 
that, to ufe the apoflles language, not many 
rich men were called^ yet there were more of 
the rich than of the wife. 

At length, however, fome of the Greek 
philofophers embraced chriftianity; and, 
as was natural, they were deiirous of mak- 
ing converts of others ;. and therefore would 
wifh to recommend it to them, by exhibit- 
ing it in fuch a light as they imagined would 
make it appear to the mod advantage ; and in 
order to this they would endeavour to make 
it leem to be as little different from the phi- 
loibphy to which they had been addidted as 
poffible. Befidcs, all men are willing to 
combine into one fyftem all the dodrines 
which they cfpoufe ; and they never rcjc<a 
any thing that they have been long attached 
to, without an evident necefBty. Thefe 
philofophers, therefore, even without any 
Ticw to making converts, would not aban- 
don 



i 
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don their former tenets, unlefs they per- 
ceived that it was abfolutely impoiTible to 
retain them, and their profeffion of chrif- 
tianity together; and certainly they would 
not themfelves be fo ready to fee the incon- 
fiftency there might be between them as 
other perfons leis interefted might have 
been. As to thofe plain men from whom 
thefe philofophers had fir ft heard the chrif- 
tian dodrines, they might admit their hifto- 
rical evidence to matters of fadt, and thus be 
convinced of the truth of chriftianity ; but, 
confidering them as ignorant and unlearned 

» 

perfons, might not chufe to be didtated 
to by them in matters of deep Jpeculation ; 
and, wretched as the ftate of fcience was in 
thofe ages, the pride of philofophyj and the 
contempt of the vulgar^ were much greater 
than they are now. 

It happened that the philofophy which 
was moft in vogue in that age was Pla^ 
tonifm^ the principles of which have been 
feen to be more conformable Xo thofe of 
revealed religion in general, than thofe of 
any other fyftem that was taught in the 
Grecian fchoolS; as it contained the doc- 
trines 
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trincs of the unity of God, the reality of a 
providence, and the immortality of the 
foul. But, unhappily,, making a difference 
between the Supreme Being himfetf, and 
his mindy oT ideas ; and giving an obfcure 
notion of its being by means of a divine 
efflux^ that all truth is perceived by the 
mind, as common objedls are {ttn by the 
beams of the fun 5 they imagined that a 
ray of this v^rifdom, or the great fecond di* 
vine principle in their fyftem, might illu- 
minate Jcfus Chrift, and even have per- 
manently attached itfelf to him. And 
with refpefl: to this divine principle, which 
qnallfied him to be a public teacher, they 
might eafily imagine that he had had an 
exiftence from the time that any divine 
operation took place ; fo that they no longer 
looked upon themfelves as the difciples^of 
an obfeure perfon, who had lately ftarted 
up, and made himfelf confpicuous by new 
doiftrines, but of that great being who was 
inftrumental in making the world, and wh<> 
was the fource of all truth. 

This idea was highly flattering, and th6 
philofophers litely become chriftians, fec«i 

Vol. !!• N 
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ing that Philo had availed himfelf of the 
fameplatpnic notions, to explain the hif- 
tory of the divine difpcnfations in the. Old 
Teftament, followed him in this pfogrefs, 
and extended the fanae to the New ; fup- 
pofing that the fame divine logos, which 
Philo had reprefented as the medium of all 
the vifible appearances of Ood to the pa- 
triarchs, was the fame that was manifefted 
in Jefus Chrift. 

This fyftem gave a dignity to the perfon 
and charader of Chrift, which effedually 
covered the offence of the crofs. It made the 
profeflion of chriftianity fit much eafier 
upon the mipds of thefe philofophers them- 
felves, and furnifhed them with arguments 
by which to recommend it to others, who 
entertained the fame philofophical princi- 
ples. In this fpecious manner were the 
dodtrines of the pre-exi/Ience and divinity of 
Cbrijij introduced into the chriftian fyftem^ 

That it was the meannefs of Chrift 's 
fcrfon, and the circumftances of his death, 
at which the heathen philofophers re- 
volted, we have abundant evidrfhce. *' The 
1^ heathen Si'* fays Arnobius " reproach 

** chriftians 
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•« chriftians with wor(hippiDg a man*/' 
" The Gods arc offended at you," fay they, 
•* not becaufe you worfhip the God that is 
** omnipotent, but becaufe you daily pray 
•• to a man who was born, and (which is in- 
*• famous even to the vileft perfon) put to 
*' death by crucifixion, and becaufe you 
*' maintain that he is a God, and is now 
•« alive f." •* What is the rcafon/' fays 
Auftin, *• that you will not be chriflians, but 
*• becaufe Chrift came in humility, and 
•* you are proud ;{;." 

But when chriftiaos had found two na-^ 
tures in Chrift, a divine as well as a human 
nature, they could eafily anfwer this re- 
proach of the heathens. ** Who was it," 

* Natum hominem colimtis. Lib. i. p. la. 

t Scd non (inquit) idcircodii vobis infefti funt, quod 
omnipotentera colatit Deum : fed quod hominem natum, 
ct (quod perfonb infame eft vilibus) cnicis fupplicio inte- 
reroptum, et Deum fuifle contcnditis, et fuperefle adbuc 
crcditus, et quotidianis AippUcadonibut adoratis. Ibid* 
Supra. 

X QnxA cau£c eft cur propter opiniones veftrat, qua» 
voft ipfi oppugnatis chrifttanl eiTe nolitis, nifi quia Cbriftus 
humiliter venit, et vos fuperbi eftis. Dc Civicate Dei, 
bb. 10. cap. 29. Opera, vol. 5. p* S9i* 

N 2 fays 
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Martyr, fpcaking of Jefus, as ftilcd the Son 

ofGody fays, ** If, in the ufual ftyle, and as 

*^ a man only, he be worthy to be called 

'* the Son of God, on account of his wif. 

*' dom, all writers call Jupiter the father 

*^ of gods and men,. But if in a peculiar 

** manner, out of the way of common ge- 

** neration, we fay that Chrift is the logos \ 

** of God; thip agree? with thofc who 

*^ hold Mercury to be the wifdom of God, 

** which explains his will. If we fay that 

** he was born of a virgin, this is only \ybat 

" is faid of Pcrfeiis */' 

With the fame view (not fo much to be 

condemned if weconfider its circumftances, 

f 
and the mere morality^ of the thing) Juftin 

Martyr, as far as appears, invented the doc- 
trine of Chrift being the logos of God ; 
but it was only the fame that Philo had 
before reprcfented as the medium of all 

co^iav oit&' viog Scs >£yta^oUy 'srale^a yap cai^^m rs ^tuv rt 'seoh 
Ib^ cuyTi^a^Ui Tov ^£ov HoXnaiv • « Je kJ iSiwj 'tjo^a mv xcivnv ysvi^tf 
ysyswffhou aulov vt ^£8 >Jsyoiixv Xoyov Ssv, cj; vpospifiEVy wtvotf t3q 
iro) vfuv roig lov Ef ^irv >Joyoy rev 'sapa Se«, ayyi)Outo¥ Xrywriy. Ei 3)r 
ita vag^iva ytfivyn^cu ft^fisv^ xotm f^ Tiih *VffQ^ tqv Ilspasa cm 

y/w. Apol. !• p. 33, 34, 

the 
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great advantage. Eufebius gives an ac* 
count of the appearances of Chrift under 
the Old Teftamcnt ; " left any pcrfon/' 
as be (ays, *' (hould objed to him as a new 
" perfon.*'* In this view, he fays, ** the 
"patriarchs may, in one fcnfe be called 
" chriftians-f/* Caflian fays, that "Mary 
*' produced one who was older than herfelf, 
'* even her own maker, fo that (he was the 
** parent of her parent :{;•'" 

Chridians were even ready to go farther 
than this in order to recommend their re* 
ligion to heathens. They did not even 
fcruple to point out fome refcmblances be- 
tween it and the groffe^ polytheifm. Juftin 

m foi ntS^ IK AMI fofjucm rm ^Afat^ iaf$m ttfitn htnp rw 
Xf<r»« ita n; rws OKJOfw voiJaa; oAt XJ(^^' Hift. lib. i. 
cap. 4. p. 14. 

0mwmrH,wMmtMhi$eOM'nt(Cffaidum;. Ibid. p. 15. 

X Viiles ergo quod non folum inquam antiquiorem fe 
Maria peperic: non folum inquam anciquiorem fe, Ted 
autorem fui, ct procreans procreatorem fuum, fadaeft 
parentis parent. De incamatione Domini, lib. 4. p. 
1001. 

N 3 Martyr, 
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Martyr, fpcaking of Jefus, as ftiled the Son 
of God, fays, ** If, in the ufual ftyle, and as 
*' a man only, Jie be worthy to be called 
" the Son of God, on account of his wif- 
*' dom, all writers cz\\ Jupiter the father 
** of gods and men.^ But if in a peculiar 
** manner, out of the way of common ge- 
** neratiop, we fay that Chrjft is the logos 
** of God I thij? agree§ with thofe who 
^' hold Mercury to be the wifdom of God, 
** which explains his will. If we fay that 
** he was born of a virgin, this is opjy what 
** is faid of Perfeiis */' 

With the fame view (not fo much to be 
condemned if we confider its circumftances, 
and the mere morality^ of the thing) Juftin 
Martyr, as far as appears, invented the doc- 
trine of Chrift being the logos of God; 
but it was only. the fame that Philo had 
before r^prefented as the medium of all 

ffo^uxv akf^ v\% Sea >£.yi<T%oix^ 'srczle^a yap avS^av re ^eav rs 'ssaof 
Ibs auyf^a^eig rev ^bov Ko^samv . eih t^ i$iug 'sra^a rnv KOivrtv yeveaiy 
yeyewiC^M cxulov vc Sea XByofji^sv >\oyov Sek, 6)$ 'srpOEpnfjLSVy Koivoif r^o 
. irto v/juv roig lov E^/J.nv "Koyov rov 'SJocpa Sea, oyyeT^iKov >£yH<nv, Et 3e 
iia 'arag^eva ysfewyi^ai ffs^ofxev^ KOim xj riilo ^po^ rov Hepaea sru 

1^. Apolx. p. 33, 34, 

- the 
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the communications of God to the pa- 
triarchs. He alfo extended this principle 
as a compliment to the philofophy of the 
Greeks; fuppoHng this alfo to have been 
infpired by the fame logos ; and in this he 
was followed by fevcral others, though in 
a later period chriftians were afhamed of 
having conceded to the heathens, fo far 
as to fuppofe that the Grecian philofophy 
had the fame divine origin with chrif- 
tianity. ** All that the philofophers and 
*• legiflators faid and taught/* fays Juf- 
tin Martyr, ** was cfFcilcd and difcovered 
•* according to a portion of the logos ; but 
•* becaufe they did not difcover evpry thing 
•' of the logos, they often differed among 
** themfclves.— Chrift was in part known 
*' to Socrates, for the logos was in him, 
*' and in every perfon, by the prophets 
•* foretelling things to come, and concern- 
** ing himfelf being made like us, and 
" teaching us thefe things*/* 

mit Mrnni t h u Mala Ao7«fiCf9* mftn^ x) drnfiaq tri wev tMa tm- 
1bi( • nnJii 3k « moAa ra ri >art rrmftffm^ of in xf><^f ^ maUm 

N 4 vii^tm 
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Clemens Alexandrinus followed Juftia 
Martyr in this dodlrine ; fuppofing the 
logos that was united to Chrifl to have 
been the fame principle' which the Divine 
Being had in all ages made ufe of, as an 
inftrument to inftrud: m^nkind^ whether by 
means of the Greek philofophy, or any 
other fyilem. He calls the logos *' the in* 
*< ftrument of God, by which he taade 
** man/' giving him the title of (<ro^/« i/Tepxotf 
//.I®') fupra mundane wifdom^y* He fays, that 
^* our Saviour is called the logos on account 
'* of his inventing rational methods for the 
** inftruftion of men+/' ** Let us," fays 
he, ** glorify the blefled ceconomy, by which 
•* man is inftruded and fandificd, as a child 

'* of God/' " The logos both makes all 

things, and teaches all things. As the 
horfe is led by the bridle, and the bull 

VfosiTMV ra fjUMofla yivetr^euy 3^ ii eaula ofAoiVffo&Hg yevofASVH 1^ %- 
hM®- Toula), Apol. 2. p. 124, 125. 

^ Ad Gentes, p. 4. 

^ TatJhfi wf J^ ^ahf hoyog xcKXnbii ra hoyma ttuXa s{ctfw 
tf«9ffl07Pi; &i imtffhffiwf ^ ffvhfieaf ^f(jma% Psed. lib* i • cap. 
J«- P-I34- 

*f by 






/ 



Chap. V. Dignity ofCbriJt. \ 85 

•* by the yoke, fo man by the logos ♦." 
^ God, as the author of all good, was the 
^< author of the Greek phiiofophy ; and 
*^ this was the fchoolmafler to the Greeks, 
«« as the law was to the Jews, preparing 
•• the way for chriftiani ty •{•/' He elfe- 
where fays, ^^ God gave the Greek phi* 
•• lofophy by the inferior angels J." So 
that he feems to have adopted the do<^ine 
of Philo, in making angels not to be per- 
manent beings, but only temporary appear- 
ances of the logos. 

* Tur liemofum SbinCAii^iv wMonfuea ft w mmiatffVfuloa fttv o 
flvSpMrvcy oiifwiiOm ft ok dtv vadbr. t^ m&SkJlm im or «(apR( 

%cam. mcff^ o >enfOi iy win, x) iilanm^ ^ vaJbynya. vxwoq^ 
aryiloa x^Mv * >b ^^"^ etyilat (v>a> * duftor P^x^ oAimlxi * # 
ii w&foiroiy iulax%amlca >cytt. Pxd. lib. i. cap. 12. p. 265. 
f llmlm fAt9 yof cAof rw waOm ^o^ • oX^a thv ym neSa «^ 
ifpifnacf^ •( nv Ti AodwoK tik wjiSaia; x) Tn; icoi^. Tanr tk^ utf 

iMbiBV i3c9)i toIti v^ ft t:v svpoy naxviu ^ tv( £>Aj|Kif • iTAJb- 

mfOTSfetntva^u tcoov ju fi>^aofui, 'Vfooib'jneva tot vto xfi^ 
TiXxii^^fKTir. — KahipamiM tmmt Vforeu^iba n tA^num, ovr x^ oAi 
fO>^>npM dK&n mit9 ti( eadp^Tm. Strom. lib. i. p. 282. 287.' 
See alFo Strom, lib. 6. p. 636. 648. 

ffnf«r afVt^.iey* Ibid. lib. 7. p. 709, 

This 
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This idea of the fourcc of the Greek 
philofophy was exactly that of Juftin Mar- 
tyr, who fays, " the dodrine of Plato is 
*' not foreign from that of Chrift, though 
** not in all rcfpeds like it ; as neither is 
** that of the ftoicks, the poets, and hiflo- 
^' rians. For each of them, from a por- 
** tion of the divine logos implanted in 
** them, perceiving fomething fimilar," viz. 
to the chriftian dodripe, ** very juftly de- 
«liveredit»/' 

On thi« principle, thefe writers could 
talk very magnificently concerning the dig- 
nity of Chrift, but in a manner which 
would have been Very little underftood, 
or reliflied, by the apoftles. Clemens Alex- 
** andrinus gives the following fublime de^ 
fcription of Chrift as the logos of God, 
reprefenting him as •* moft holy and per- 
** fed in his nature, fupreme in autho- 
** rity and beneficence, neareft to the oply 
•* omnipotent nature, which difpofes of all 

* Ovx oli ct9^fui en ra Ihalav®' itSayfioOa rs yj^iTHj ct>>X oh 
ioi sri *safln oiMuiy acwtf nie ra rcav oc»mj Y/kaum re, i^ momlm^ 
^ (rvyt^aftm • ota/r®' yaq rig a^jto lAe^sg th awsf/icihxs ^eta Xoyn 
TO avryms o^av^ ko?^ e^Seylob. ApoL 2* p. 1 32. 

*^ things 
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^* thiDgs according to the will of the Fa- 
*' thcr— not feparated, or divided, or re- 
'* moving from place to place, not circum- 
*' fcribed ; all mind, all paternal light, all 
** eye, feeing every thing, hearing every thing, 
•* knowing every thing ; by his power 
•« fearching all power. To him the whole 
•* hoft of heaven and of gods is fubjeft*." 
Who could be afliamed of fuch a mafter 
as this? But this was not the crucified 
Jcfus. 

That it was Chrift who taught the Greeks 
their philofophy, was a dodrine afterwards 
abandoned by the chriflians; but that he 
\vas the medium of divine communication to 
the patriarchs, was firmly retained, thougl^ 

* TfXtiiSxVi in MM oyMJlah, not ttyfuHahi urn wyifumueSlahi^ mm 
pmnlAWMlfli, Mou tvtfyHoutlcSn u wm ^vok, h toi fnom wafioMfahft vpo* 
nXfTols eoh i| luyrn i/rr^oxii, i Ta maHa iialaaifdai Moia to $s- 
U^a Ts 9ellfOfj Mm to ma9 oftrat ouauiUj mrg^ffib, mou c3pSm JUs* 
#cti maSa tftaiofUfn^ % a>v mfyvroi oxom^t^ moia; mSxnnva, 
i yof titrsSu xc7i rn; aJU wtfmntf e wo( tv dm • u fUfi(o/4»off 
ms awA^oGfuvoi^ m fulaiaofWf m totv n; T97or, vaaSn 3f voAib, 3^ 
ioiapm mtfttxoyui/oi^ o^ nrc, o^o( fmf vcH^tm^ if>^ of&aJ^io; maoh 

»va tnXixim ffcma oTyi^m n ^ Scj^v. Strom, lib. 7. p. 

It 
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it is an opinion dircftly contrary to that of 
the author of the epiftle to the Hebrews, 
who begins with (aying, " God ncbo^ atjun^ 
•* dry times ^ and in divers mannersy Jpake in 
** time paft unto the Fathers by the prophets^ 
*« has in thefe laji days Jpoken unto us by bis 
•* 5^;?/* According to this, it is evident that 
God had not fpoken to mankind by his Son 
before the difpenfation of the gofpel. 

As it was Juftin Martyr who probably 
firfl advanced this dodrine, I fhall give from 
his writings a paflage or two in which it is 
cxpreffcd. They occur in his dialogue with 
Trypho, and were evidently intended to re- 
concile the Jews to the chriflian religion. 
But it was not the method which had been 
taken by the apodles. They were content 
to (hew from the fcriptures that Jefus wat 
the Chrift^ who v>as to come into the worlds 
and not one that had ever been in itt or 
aAed any part in it, before he was bom. 
" Bear with me," fays Juftin, ** and I will 
'' (hew you from the book of Exodus, that 
'' this is the (anoc who is called an angel, 
^' and God, and Lord, and a man, and the 
*' man who appeared to Abraham, and to 

" liaac. 
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*' Ifaac, and appearing in the form of a 
*< flame of Are, dtfcourfed with Mofes from 
•• the bufli*/' ** Who is he that is fomc* 
*' times called the angel of the great conn* 
'* cil» a man by Ezekiel, the fon of man by 
'' Daniel, a child by Ifaiah, and Chrift^ and 
^* God to be worshipped, and David^ and 
'* Chrift, and a ftone by many, and wi£lom 
'' by Solomon, and Joiepb, and Judas, and 
«< a ftar by Mofes, and <ir«Tox« [a branch] by 
^' Zechariah, and one who was to fuffer, 
^* and Jacob, and Ifrael again by Ifaiah, and 
^* a rod, and a flower, and a chief corner 
^* ftone, and. the Son of Ood+.'' " As he 
^* is called the Son of God in the writings 
** of the apo(Ues, we under/land him to be 

i^mAftimoi AZfmatM^ I#aaiifwtif, »<wyiy>tfytg« Paff i wi frtii 
^ iyn><rf TM Minora. Dial. p. 263* 

pCI^, «; €ol^, SM ^iS^ cHyfyMMs0- JHiMfa VaM^aiiu Ibid* 
p. 407. 

" before 
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'** before all creatures, coming from the 
** Father by his power, and at his pleafure, 
*' who is alfo called wifdOm, and day, arid 
*raday ftar, and a fword, and a flone, and a 
^* ftafF, and Jacob, and Ifrael, and in vari- 
** ous ways in the writings of the pro- 
«* phets <" " Our Chrift," he fays, '« in 
** the form of fire, fpake to Mofes from the 
«* buih, andfaid, put off thy flioes," &c.f 

According to Philo, and the chriftian 
philofophers, the logos was not only a 
teacher, but alfo the creator of all things; 
and when this logos was reprefented as 
the fame with Chrift, nothing could give 
men a higher idea of their crucified naafter. 
*' How,'* fays Chryfoftom, ** can any dare 
*^ to call Chrift a fervant, who did not put 
** forth all his ftrcngth when he made the 

T 

* Km vm 3s8 yrypafjL{jtj&fov nvhv ev rotg aTrofAVYifMvevfjicun rov 
07roTO>juv aJln ex^^h ^ ^^Q^ ^^ >£yovl£;^ vBvomofjLSV ovla j^ nsp9 

1^ loou^j K^ lafcxfiK^ xaC oT^v J^ a>^ov rpovov^ &. Toig rav mpofiflm 
9>oyotg ^poavyopevrai. Dial. p. 353' 

i Evi^ewmvpog en fiotla 'STfoarafjuT^no'sv avl» o yiiAelep®r .xfi^Oft ^ 
fi^TEv, voroT^cu jccvTrohiMSa avy hcu ^po^iT^ oh^ov. Apol. r« 
p. 92. 

*' world/' 
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•« world'/' Tatian fays that *^ the logos 
^' before the creation of mao, was the maker 
*« of angels f/' 

Methodius very dilliodly mentions a 
middle fcheme, fuppoling, after Philo, that 
the Father created matter out of nothings 
by an ad of his will, and that afterwards 
the Son formed it into worlds. ** There 
•' are/* he fays, *' two creative powers, he 
•• that by his mere will creates whatever he 
** pleafes out of nothing, which is the Fa- 
«* ther; the other, which adorns .and per-* 
•• fedts what was firA produced by the for- 
'^ mer, and in imitation of him. This is 
" the Son, the powerful right hand of the 
*' Father, by which, after he had created 
" matter out of nothing, he adorns it:|:/' 

* rU( w 'nD^tmOi Ti9f{ i/x^ififw ysym top imv, o ya^ foiSf oXny Aimi 
TV mfruea tunffon^ ^ Tcr upvoy t^u vdtvoi, la Pf. 8. Opera, 

▼ol. 3. p. 121. 

70(7iitldii. Ad Graecos. fed. 10. p. 26. 

MB vooEiAMtfay Mrrai iufam9 n% Wfvr^fOf ra fUn yrronia * 

If 
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If we admit the diftindion between mtvmf 
and <^«^c<»p>«< give^i by Juflin Martyr, it may 
be fupppfed that all the more early Fathers, 
who called Chrift the demiurgus, believed 
that the matter out of which the world-was 
made. was provided by the Father*. 

Afterwards it wat fuppofed that the Son 
vras employed in the original creation of 
matter out of nothing. Thus TertuUian 
fays, " the rule of faith requires u$ to be- 
** lieve that there is one God, who pro-^ 
^* duccd all things out of nothing, by his 
f* Son, firft emitted from him*)"/' 

To be born of a woman was certainly 
degrading tq this great perfonage ; but the 
difgrace was in a great meafure wiped away, 
when it was coniidered that he made the 

rJloif Hffr^ fuxia m» aula Ihaluv®' io^oof * o (jx^ yap iffoii^g, nievof 
Afa nsfOO^BOfASi^^ ac t% eoJIs ^waijaa^ xai z^aauxg 'mom ro TroiSfjLe^ 
vop' aili ivifjusifyog, rmv rn^ ^fjuspyiag ivva/Mv at rn^ vT^ ti>afif6igy xa^ 
TaffHivaia ro ytvofjLmv. Ad Graecos. p. 21. 

-^ Regola eft autem fidei — qua creditur unum omnina 
Deom. eiTe— qui ui^verfa de nibilo produxerit per verbum 
fyvLviit primo omittum defniirum^ De Pr aefcriptigne* fe£t 
13« p. ao6« 

. :. very 
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very woman of whom he was born. *' If 
** all things were made by him," fays Audin^ 
«• Mary, of whom he was born, was made 
«* by him*." His body was alfo a dif- 
graceful circumdancc ; but not fo much 
fo when it was conGdered that he made 
that very body. Clemens Alexandrinus, 
{peaking of the Son, fays, ** he forms 
•* himfclf -f.'* *' The logos, going forth, 
•* was the author of creation, and pro- 
*' duced itfelf, when it was made flefli, 
"that it might be fccn;^." '* Having 
*' formed to himfelf a body out of the vir- 
«* gin," Athanafius fays, ** he gave nofmall 
•* proof of his divinity, for he who made 
'< that, did alfo make all things §/' 

As Chrift made his own body, fo he 
likewife made his own human foul. *' The 

* Si edm omnia per ipfum fadai funt, et ipCi Maria de 
qua natus eft, per ipfum fa<Sb eft. In Pf. 75. Opera, vol. 
8. p 827. 

t Ka fov foAifiiti MM %yia^i. Strom. lib; 7. p. 706. 

% UfcO^ is >4yo;^ ii^fiutfryiof mho^^ nrula not taJicv ytna^ 
ctav Tcyci aatfi ytfrrrat^ 0a ncu Siodii. Ibid. lib. 5. p. 553. 

^ £« mof^tM vTsoStu toiSU TO ^ii^, nrs /ad fAm^ -m; ^Mh^ 
mS» yntfUfJLz vo^i vofctf^ * A mro vAojo; , avro^ tn tta tw 
a>Afff mximti. De IncariMtioae, Opera, vol. x. p. 71. 

Vol. II, O ♦• logos 
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*^ logos of God," fays Anaftafius Sanaita, 
*^ when he came to renew Adam, made for 
** himfclf fuch a foul as he firft imparted 
** from himfSlf to Adam, by breathing into 
*' him */• 

According to the fame fyftem, which 
made Chrift the creator of his own body, he 
like wife mi fed that body from the grave. 
** If," fays Athanafius, **'when he hung 
*^ upon the crofs, he raifed the bodies of the 
*• faints, when they were diiTolved, much 
*' more could he raife his own body, which 
*^ he carried about him, being the logos 
** of the ever living God-f-." " He who 
quickeneth all the dead quickened the 
man Chrift Jcfus, whom he had af* 
** fumed J." Eufehius fays, that Chrift 

* Emhfmrag sv t» 9e« T^og rrti ro ccvanauvKrai lov AJoft. toi- 
aornv scevra ^'i'xw £5?v«8pyJW£y, ouw oltco^x^ ^^ Muna iia ts e/4f ih 
cnv«aT05 Tfl) A3a/i iurtimsv. De Hominis Creatione, Ban- 
dini Colledio, vol. 2. p- 64. 

f £1 yap ffTTt TOvpH uv la 'srpo^ioTiv^ina vsxpct ru¥ ayuint ny^ipt 
(WfAcna * *sfo70sto fjta?Osa» tyeifcu iuvaxai £f>Of£(re ccifia^ aei {ow 
^eog Xoiyog. Opera, vol. «• p. 542. 

% O yap mavla^ ng vaipsg iuoTTOim^ not roy ex Mapiag oa&pwrw 
XpTW iTwrsp siaomnYiasVi ov emi>»ffm Scnno Major de Fide in 
MontCaucon's Collcdio, vol. 5. p. 6. 

1 raifed 
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raifcd his own body, being the right hand 
and power of the Father*. This Paulinas 
fuppofed to have been foretold by Jacob, 
when he compared Judah to a lion. •* The 
'* fanie Lord is the lion who conquered, and 
•* the lion's whelp, who went to fleep of 
" his own accord, and raifed himfelf up, of 
^* whom it 16 written. Who fhall raife him 
•• up+/' 

But according to Origen, he was raife4 
to life by God the Father, *• the fame," he 
fays, ^* whom Chrift honoured as the God 
^ ^ of Abraham, I^aac, and Jacob, and whom 
«* be called not the God of the dead, but of 
•« the living Xr 

The logos of the Father having now af* 
fumed a proper perfonal charader, and be- 



T^ In Pr. Montfaucon's CoUeSio, vol. i. p. 701. 

i Idem cmm dominus et leo ille, qui vicic tt catolus eft 
Iconti, fill fponte fopitus, et a femetipfo refufcitatus, de quo 
fcripciim eft: Quis furctCabit cum) Ad Sevenim, £p. 4. 
Opera, p. 53. 

sm maenftm^ m *m 9 Xf^ro^ 3b(a{M» dcoy m ACpoutfjL^ mm IffooH^ 
im IwwC firar, 1MB, n PVTiv Miyiii^ a^^ CMrr«r. la Johaiu 
CoouDeot. voL a. p* 183. 

O 1 ing 
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ing infeparably united with the man Jefus, 
a new and immenfe field of fpeculation is 
,opened unto us ; and great fcope was given 
to the ingenuity of thofe who maintained 
fo complex and fo extraordinary a fyftem* 
Chrift was no\y a three-fold being, confift- 
ing of the divine logosy a human foul^ and a 
human body ; and the combination of all the 
powers peculiar to each of thefe component 
parts was certainly in great danger of con- 
liderably afFed:ing them all, fome being 
lowered and others raifed. 

Conlidering Chrift as one compound be- 
ing, it was generally agreed that he held a 
middle rank between the fupreme God and 
the creatures. Alexander, bifhop of Alex- 
andria, fays that " Chrift, by whom God 
** made all things, is called a middle nature 
•* between the Father who is unbegotten, 
*' and the creatures;*/' 

Theophilus, following Philo, fays, that 
*' the Father is not confined to place, but 

ttyivyii% jy rear KJiff^t/Jav WTT* Avjtt i^ itK ovlav, hoytnaV re >^ 
tthoym't uv iJLiai}ivttar<t pvan (/.ovoyiptif, // fif ta oKcl i^ «* 
tif\€i>v &jrotwt? vstjrtf t» ^u ^oyt. Thcodoriti Hift. lib. x. 
cap. 4. p. 17. 

^' that 
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•• that the logos, by which he made all 
** things, being his power and wifdom, af- 
** fuming the charader of the Father, and 
** Lord of all, was prcfcnt in Paradifc, ia 
*' the charaftcr of God*." 

Bifliop Bull acknowledges that Juflia 
Martyr, Tertullian, and Novatian thought 
that the Father could not be confined to 
place, but that the Son might -f*. 

Methodius calls Chrift the oldeft of the 
ceons, and the chief of the archangels ;{:. 

Lib* 2. p. 129. 

f Ddeafio. fed. 4. cap. 3. p. fijtf. 

I Hf >«tf wftTmJ^alw r99 «f ttf-CuI^Jov T«fr iti»r»F xcei 
mfml99 rmf m,^yjcyy%kuf €99fmT^f fiiM«r aunya^Atp Ui Tor 

Yivio Virg^um, p. 79. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

C&riji, bejide being the Logos of the Father, 
was thought to hdve a proper human SouL 

A S Chrift reafoned and converfed like 
other men, it might have been thought 
that he had only one reafoning intelligent 
principle within him, whatever that had 
been. But it is remarkable, that all the 
Fathers till the time of Arius held that 
Chrift had ft proper human foul, as well 
as a human body ; which, of itfelf, affords 
a ftrong prefumption, that the ancient opi- 
nion was, that of Chrift being a mere man, 
without any pre-exiftent foul at all. Had 
the generally received opinion been, that 
the foul of Chrift was a great pre-exiftent 
fpirit, they who aimed at nothing more 
than advancing the rank and power of that 
fpirit, would not have thought it neceffary 
to give Chrift another foul (one being fuf- 
ficient for all the purpofes of intelligence) 
and whatever this foul had been capable of 
before, it might have done afterwards. 

Since, 
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Since, therefore, the philofophizing chrif* 
tians did not proceed in this manner, it is 
plain that they bad a different foundation 
to build upon. They found the popular 
opinion to be, that Chrifl was a mani 
and the received opinion of that age was, 
chat a man confiAed of two parts, viz* 
foul and body. What they faid, therefore, 
aC firft, was, as I have (hewn, little more 
than all chriflians had fuppofed, and what 
might be confidered as only a different 
way of exprefling the fame thing. The 
common people believed that the man ]t^ 
fus was under the diredion and influence 
of the fpirit and power of God, and the 
philofophers among them fuppofed that 
the divine fpirit, which they called the 
log^s^ was attached, and infeparably united, 
to the man Jefus. They would (ay, that 
this was only the fame principle^ or power ^ 
by which God made the world, and in«- 
fpired the ancient prophets i and the com^ 
moa people would not know bow to ob» 
jeft to this. 

Accordingly, it does not appear, that 
the common people were alarmed at this 

O 4 new 
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new doftrinc, till thofe who had advanced 

» 

it proceeded one ftep farther, and main- 
tained, that in confequence of this inti- 
mate and permanent union- of the divine 
logos to the man Jefus, he might be called 
God. Still, however, they were particu- 
larly careful to reprefent this new God as 
greatly inferior to the Supreme Being, and 
as having no divinity, but what he derived 
from him ; and, therefore, might ftill be 
called his. In this manner, we have itzn^ 
they endeavoured to turn off the force of 
the popular objeftions. 

When, afterwards, the Arians fuppofed 
the logos that was in Chrift to be a created 
beingj and not the proper logos, or reafpn 
cf the Father, they naturally dropped the 
notion of Chrift having a human foul ; and 
at this, as being quite a novel opinion, the 
orthodox made loud exclamations. Had 
the ancient dod:rine, therefore, been, that 
the Iggps wa3 a creature, the notion of 
Chrift having a hyman foul would never 
have been adopted. 

It is evident, that the chriftian writers 
never fpeak of more than one logos ^ and this 

was 
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was the logos, or wifdom of the Father, 
and uncreated. Whether, therefore, they 
thought that this logos could be fo far 
united to a man, as to partake of his fuffer* 
ings (which fome of them probably did) 
or they did not, it is evident that it 
could not be a human foul. Befides, had 
there been any fuch difference of opi- 
nion among the Fathers, as that fome of 
them (hould have held that the logos in 
Chrift was uncreated, while others held 
that it was created i if fome of them 
fhould have maintained that it was the 
proper wifdom and power of the Father, 
and others that it was a fpirit fo far fimilar 
to a human foul, as to \^ capable of a 
proper union with a human body, and 
of all the funiftions of other fouls, there 
would certainly have been a difcuflion of 
the quedion. Confidering how attentive 
chriftians adually were to every opinion 
concerning the perfon of Chrift, from 
the time of the apoftles to that of the 
council of Nice, as well as afterwards, a 
difference of opinion of this magnitude 

would 
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would certainly have excited as much con- 
troverly before the time of Arius as it did 
after his time. 

Since, therefore, it is evident from their 
writings, that all the Fathers before the 
council of Nice, who mention the log/)s at 
all, had the fame idea of it, and there was 
no controverfy among them on the fub- 
jedt (though they were highly offended at 
the notion of the Gnoftics, whofe Cbriji 
very much refembled the Arian logos) it 
may be prefumed, a priori^ that they did 
not differ with rcfped: to the other con- 
llituent parts of Chrifl, but that whatever 
opinion was clearly held by fome of them, 
was held by them alL And there is this 
farther probability in favour of. it, that 
there was no more controverfy among 
them about the foul of Chrijl, than there 
was about the logos. 

That Chrif): had a human foul, was 
clearly, as I fhall now proceed to fhow, the 
opinion of all the orthodox Fathers before 
the council of Nice. Clemens Romanus 
lays, ^^ Chrift gave his own blood for us by 

^' the 
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*^ the will of God, his ilefli for our flefh,his 
*« foul for our fouls*." Juftin Martyr 
fays» ** Our dodrine is more fublime thaa 
*^ any thing that was ever taught by man, 
** as the whole of the rational being, Chrift, 
** who appeared for us, coniifted of a body^ 
" the logos, and z/ouf-f." 

Irenasus unquedionably had the idea of 
Chrid having a human Joul^ as well as a 
body. In defcribing the whole perfon of 
Chriftt he reprefents it as the union of Goi 
and man, and not of the logos and the body 
of a man only. ** The prophets," he fays, 
^' preached his coming according to the 
*' flcfli, by which he was made a mixture 
^* and union of God and man;^." He al- 

yjt^H • %vft9€ «//«r, f r ^iA«fut7j ^^, n,Ai tnf ^«f jm wti^ 
ScA. 49. p. 17^. 

f cirf7*4 TA ^i^tlifm, J^iA rv7* A^T^ixor ra oxor [/ia to x»« 
>uor txet] Toy ^<H>7a // «//«< XP'^^ T*^*'^^' ^^^ #«/<« 
uu Afyor K«« 4^%*'^* Apol. «• p. I x^. 

t Proplietfle — pnedicavcrunt ejus fecundum carnem 
adYOKunH per quern commixtio et communio dct ct ho* 
mink^fafhi eft. lib. (. cap. 37. p. 331. 

ways 
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ways fuppofes man to confift of. two parts 
foulzxidi body, and exprefsly fpeaks of Chrifl: 
as having both. ** If Chrift," he fays, 
*' was not what we are, it is of little 
•' confequence that he fufFered. Wc con- 
*' fift of a body which is from the earth, 
*' and 71 foul from the breath of God. The 
** word of God therefore took this, his 
** own work, upon hknfelf, and on this ac- 
** count confefTcs himfelf to be the Son of 
'' man*.'* 

He fpeaks of Chf ift as being three day^ 
in the place where the dead are, preaching 
to the fouls there -f-; and he could not think 
that fuch a logos as he defcribes could 

* Si hoc non faftus eft quod nos eramus, non magnum 
faciebat quod paflus eft et fuftinuit. Nos autem, quoniam 
corpus fumus de terra acceptum, et anima accipiens adeo 
fpiritum, omnis quicunque confitebitur. Hoc itaque fac* 
tum eft verbum Dei, fuum plafma in femetipfum recapitu-^ 
lans, et propter hoc filium hominis fe confitetur. Lib. 3, 
cap. 33. p.260. 

+ Tribus diebus converfatus eft ubi erant mortui. 
Et propter hoc Dominum in ea quae funt fub terra defcen*. 
difle, evangelizantem et iUis adventum fuum remiflam 
peccatorum exiftentem his qui credunt in eum« Lib. 5* 
cap- 35, p. 451* Lib* 4* cap, 45, p. 346; 

have 
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have been particularly in that place. For 
he coniidcred the logos not as any thing that 
was created^ but what had always exited 
with God. '• Thou, O man/' fays he, '* art 
** not uncreated, nor didft thou co-exift 
•* with God, like his own word*." 

In anfwer to the GnoAics, who faid that 
it was J^fus only, and not the Cbrijl that 
fuffcred, he fays, indeed, that in the ac« 
count of our Saviour's fufferings in the 
fcriptures, the word Cbrifi is made ufe off. 
But when he explains bimfelf more fully, 
he fays, it was the man only that fuffcred, 
the logos being quiefcent at that time. 
•* As he was man that he might be tempted, 
•* io he was the logos that he might be 
" glorified ; the logos being quiefcent in 
*^ his temptation, crucifixion, and death, but 
•' being prcfent with the man, in his vic- 
" tory, patience, kindnefs, refurredion, and 
•* afcenfionif." 

• Non cnim infe£lus «, O homo, ncc fcmpcr co-cxiftc- 
bas Deo, ficut propnum ejus vcrbum. Lib. 2. cap. 43. 

p. 169. 

ilUbxKifn TV «aS»( TV loifpiai lyunF «m T))( ac»9f«MBn^^ 
%mri^Xf^x%wxxj(9axtnoiuik. Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 246. 

fd«* wnrxfitioihi fi» n Un/u or tm mtxfoff^m^ «ai rmfw^ai^ mm 
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It is fufficiently evident that Novatian 
believed Chrift to have a foul as v^ell as. 
the logos, this being God, a principle pro- 
perly diviney which could not fufFer or die. 
** If the immortal foul in other perfons,*' 
he fays, ** could not be killed, how much 
*' lefs could the word of God, and God in 
** in Chrift, be killed — From this," he fays, 
** may be inferred, that it was only the man 
*• in Chrift that was killed, and that the 
" word could not become mortal." As 
he had juft before obferved that in man 
the body only can die, he would naturally 
have ufed the term body with refpeft to 
Chrift, and not that of man in him^ if he had 
not believed that befides the logos ^ Chrift con- 
fifted of a compleat man, foul and body*. 

flwroSwioTtfiv • avyymfwm Jg ev tw wxav, kcu vTrofAmiVf xcu j(j^tv£» 
^Ssu, Mou ocviTouT^cu^ HM ccvoihajuQosvKJ^ou Lib. 2' c^P* 21* 

p. 250. 

* Quod fi anima immortalis occidi aut interfici non 
poteft in quovis alio licet (cum fcilicet) corpus et caro 
fola pofSt interfici, quanto magis utique veibum Dei, et 
Deus in Chrifto, interfici omnino non potuit j cum caro 

fola et corjjus occifum fit Per haec colligitur non nifi 

hominem in Chrifto interfe£i:um appareat, ad mortalitatem 
fermonem in loco (in illo) non efie dedudum; Gap. 25. 
p. i94« Ed. Jackfofl« 

TertuUian 
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TertuUian always fbppofes the fame. 
Speaking of Chrift's faying, •* My God, my 
God, why haft thou forfaken me,'* *« this 
" voice,** fays he, •* was from the flefli, 
^* and the foul, that is, the man, and not 
•* of the word or the fpirit, that is, not of 
'* the God; and was uttered to (hew that 
^ God was impafllble, who thus left the Son, 
• and gave up his man to death*. In Chrift,*^ 
he fays, •* writing again ft the Gnoftics, we 
** find a foul and fiefti in plain and exprefs 
<* terms; that is, the foul is a foul, and the 
** flefli flc/h. Had the foul been flefh, or 
«* the flcA a foul, they ought to have been 
««fo called f/* 

Origent who has been fuppofed to be a 
favourer of Arianifm, exadly follows thefc 

* Sed hxc vox carnis ct aninue, id eft hominis: non 
fermonit; nee fpiritus, id eft non Dei, propterea emiflk 
eft, uc impaAbiletn Deum' ofteoderit, qui fie filium dcrc* 
fiqtitt, dum bominero ejos tradidit in mortem. Ad 
Phexeim, fed. 30. p. 5 18. 

^ In Chrifto vero invenimus animam et camem, fun* 
pBdbtif et nudit vocabulis editas ; id eft, animam animam, 
ct carnem camem \ nufquam animam carnem, aut camem 
animam: quando ita nominari debuiffcnt. De came 
Chriili, fed. 15. p. 3 1 8. 

writers 
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writers in this doftrine** I (hall fele<5l 
a few paflages from him. " He whom 
*' we are perfuaded to have been from 
** the beginning God, and with God, he is 
•' the very logos, the very wifdom, and 
*' the very truth. He took a mortal body 
** and a human foul, and by uniting and 
** mixing them with himfelf, made them 
** partake of his divinity^/' *' Chrift not 
** only preached in the body, but his foul, 
** freed from the body, preached to other 
*' fouls, likewife freed from the body, that 
** would be converted to himfelf+." In an*- 
fwer to Celfus, who had faid that *^ if God, 
** the immortal logos, took the mortal 
** body and the foul of man, he would be 
*^ fubjedl to change,'* Origen fays, *' Let 

* See his treatife againft Celfus, p. 62, 63, 64. 128. 
and many other places. 

•)• 0)M«f ?£ iTCdtrav 01 E/ia^8v7ef , oil 09 psv vofii^ofASv )^ 'B£7r€icr(jisQa 
aox^&sv. Btvai ^ov k^ um S», aJlog avlo%oyog sri id. yt aJlocofia 1^ 
D avloai^eicc. To 9s Sv)i7ov ouIh .aufxa^ .^ tw av^^wrnvm £v aola 

ra.ixpyira^afisvapoa-eiXnfBVMf }y rvig tKBtVH ^iiobS®' tcixcirnvrpcdla^ 
Big ^eov /jLela^E^Tvcevat. Lib. 3. p* 136. 

4<i>X'*^h csrirf c^ftiv Heouiim rat ^a^imxi tj^cf avbv. Lib. 2. p. 85. 

** him 
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*<him learn, that the logos, remaining 
<« eflentially the logos, Aiffers nothing of 
«• what the body or the foul feels •." In 
his Commentaries on Matthew, he iays, that 
** Chrift increafed in wifdom with refpeA 
•• to his human foul +/' 

Soctates the hiftorian, giving an account 
of a fynod held at Alexandria, at which 
Adianafius attended, fays, '*It was there 
^ agreed, that when Chrift became incar* 
'* nate, he took not only fle(h, but alfo the 
'^ foul of man, which was the opinion of 
'* all the ancient divines. For they did not 
*^ think that they were introducing a new 
** dodrine into the church, but ^idiat was 
** agreeable to ccclcfiafljcal tradition among 
*^ chriftian philofophers. This was the 
'^ do6bine of all the ancient writers, who 
«« have mentioned the fubjed. For cer* 
« tainly Irensus, Clemens, ApoUinarius of 

9«4«g0i* Lib 4* P-V70. 
i %m Am t% mm ««p n cA^ cq/o^oM' aAftmm 

4«9P9 Tt • IwK gi oaw rfa , VoL i* p. 330* 

Vol. lit P Hicrapolis; 



zio Of Cbrijl having Book II. 

*• Hierapolis, and Serapion biiliop of Aa^ 
** tioch, fheW by their writings, that they 
*' confidered it as a thing univerfally ac- 
/' knowledged, that when Chrift became 
/* incarnate he had a foul. The council 

« 

** which was affembled on the account 
** of Beryllus, of Alexandria in Arabia, in 
" their letters to Beryllus, (hew the fame 
** thing; and Origen frequently, in his 
'* writings, acknowledged Chrift to have a 
'' foul*/' 

Indeed, as I have obferved, had fome of 

• " ' ' • - - . 

the Fathers had one opinion on this fub-* 
jeft, and fome another, it could not have 
failed to occalion a difcuffion of the point, 

cnri^vmiSo, n x^ faot^^ai T019 tKK'k/i(Tuxr\Hoi^ av^^ourtv iioHiu . k yas 
Wd^oof Tiva ^fnvrKeuxv miVoncrceilsg €<j tw SKxTmiav Biffrryceyov^ a>M 

. «raf a roig ;>^f jnavwv aofoig efiT^aofeilo , hIo ya^ mavlsg 01 'ssa^ato* 
Ib^i TTSpi Ts7s Txycv yo/jtma'avlegy Byf^afov Yifuv xcSeHmov . kou ya» 

9riwv m^ Bv Aniox^ia 'mpoErco EKH^jfiaia^^ Bfju^uxjati rov cvav^^om- 
cayla^ tv roi^ fs^ovnGiKriv avloig TJoyoi^ ' aq o/jLo><oy}SfiBvov Mjloig (paaiasaat* 
M f^Yfv a>^^ KM Yi Si* ByipyTO^ov rov (po^z^Jpiaq rng sy A^aQta rnKTHO- 
%ov yspofiiev^, a-wohg, y^cKpma BnpvT^m ra mjIu 'wof cxSkJowcv. Hp 
^/EWigh 'mcxflax^ ^ey ev rotg fsgofjLSvoig mj% ^C^awf, b^u^vx^ rov 

0fltv6f«^wwr7i» oiJfy. lib. 3, cap. 7. p. i j8. 

t and 
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and warm controverfy, before the time of* 
Arius. It is to this day, alfo, the received 
opinion of all thofc who are called ortho-^ 
dox, that Chrift has a proper human foul, 
and the Arians dill are the only chriAians 
who deny this. 

As this doftrine of Chrift having a pro-* 
per human foul, together with that of the 
real origin and nature of the logos, is of Co 
much confequcncc to the fyftem of Ari- 
anifm, I have carefully attended to every 
thing that I could find to have been ad<* 
vanced by any Arians on the fubjecl. But 

« 

to my great furprize, I have hardly found 
that it has been fo much as noticed by 
them, except by Mr. Whifton, who, in his 
ColUHion of ancient Monumenis relating io 
the Trinity^ without mentioning any other 
authority whatever, infers from there being 
no exprefs mention of a human foul in 
Chrift in two particular treatifcsof Athana- 
fius, viz. that againjl the Gentiles^ and that 
on the Incarnation, that *' this Father fcems 
*' as if he had never heard of fach a no- 
*• tion among chriftians at all." P. 74. He 
adds, ^< I folemnly appeal to the unbiafted 

Pa ** reader^ 
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•* reader, after he has carefully perufcd the 
*^ whole difcourfc, whether he can believe 
^^ that Athanafius owned a human rational 
** foul, as affumed by the word at the in- 
*^ carnation, when he wrote that treatife/' 
He then concludes with afferting, that " the 
*^ acknowledgment of a human and ra- 
** tional foul in Chrift, diftinguiihed from 
•* his divine nature, was one of the laft 
** branches of the Athanafian herefy." 

That this writer was aware of the impor* 
tance of this fa6t is very evident, ** It is 
^ indifputable," he fays, *^ and is agreed 
^ on by all, that in cafe our Saviour did 
^ not aiTume a human rational foul at his in- 
^ carnation, the common orthodoxy cannot 
* poflibly be defended/* But if he did, the 
Arian hypothefis muft fall to the ground. 

Now, certainly, it cannot follow that 
becaufe exprefs mention is not made of the 
human foul of Chrift in two particular 
treatifes, that the author did not allow, and 
had not even heard of fuch a thing. In- 
deed, I do not fee that Athanaiius had any 
particular occafion to mention it in thefe 
treatifes. For it was the body of Chrift ^ and 

the 
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the infirmities of fuch a body, that was the 
great objedlion to chi-iftianity, which he 
was endeavouring to anfwer ; and therefore 
he dwells upon the neceflity of Chrift tak- 
ing fuch a body. But in feveral parts of 
thefe very treatifes, and even fome of thofe 
that are marked by Mr. Whifton himfelf, 
as raoft . favourable to his own conclufion, 
the human foul of Chrift feems to be hinted 
at i as when the logos . is faid to have af- 
fumed, or to have been united to the man^ 
or human nature in general, and not the 
body in particular. ** When human nature 
^ was gone aftray,!' he fays, ** the word 
^' took pofTeffion of it, and appeared as a 
** man, that he might fave it from its dan* 
^* gerous ftate, by his governing power and 
** goodnefs**'' 

But what is fufHciently decifive in favour 
of Athanafius, as well as all his predecefTors 
believing that Chrift had a proper human 
foul is that the logos, according to his and 
their defcriptioh of it, could not fupply the 

* Ti ofKirof y^Byilou map h^luv, si, ^oT^amiASvns tw; ca&pQTroM®'^ 

P 3 place 
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place of one, becaufe it was the proper wif^ 
4om cf the Father^ and confcquently incap- 
able of fufFering, which was always fuppofed 
tQ be one end of the incarnation. The fol- 
lowing are defcriptions of the logos, in 
thefe very treatifes, and in Mr, Wbifton'* 
own tranflation, 

<^ But God the word was not of this na* 
^* ture in man ; for he was not bound faft 
*' to the body, but did himfelf rather hold 
^' it together, when he ^as therein; and 
f^ alfo was at the fame time prefent to all 
^* things, and was without the beings that 
f* exift, and refted alone in his Father*/' 

f* He is the gpod pro4u(ft of a good be- 
^f ing, and the true Son, and is therefore 
f * the power, wifdom^ ^nd word of the Fa- 
** ther; and is not fuch by participation. 
^' Nor are thofe qualities external, or ad- 
^* ventitious to him, as is the cafe of thofe 
f* that are p^r takers of theni, and are in- 
f ftrudted by him, and become powerful 
f ^ and rational through him, But h^ is pg- 

rfi T»T6, are kcu iy rnra. mv Keu iv roti/aA^iv iTvyyAVu «f^ 
p. 70. 

«^ puliarly 
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'* culiarly the real wifdom, the real word, 
** the real power of the* Father, &c. ♦" 

Athanafius, moreover, in the treatife on 
the incarnation, exprer$ly fays, that the lod- 
ges was incapable of fuffering, as indeed 
being of a divine nature it could never be 
fuppofed to be. ** He himfclf was not 
*' hurt at ally as being impailible and the 
•• real word of God f/' 

It is acknowledged that Juftin Martyr 
tnd Irenxus (but I do not know that it is 
true of any others) fpeak of the logos Juffer^ 
ing. The former fays, that *' the logos was 
•' preached as fuffcring J/' And the latter 
fays ** the logos of God became flelh, and 
•* fufFcredy/' But as both thefe writers 
fuppofed that Chrift had a human foul, 

«*T«t 7 Mi <tUT« fJLii\)^97^,f( KOI QcOl^O^Vitf It «tl.7*. x:*- ^M* 

f«7ir( JCcLi Ktyix%i If A\jim yifouif^i, a.}/.* aujo^c^a^ auto* 
At>H0 tfVTMTt/ra/iK i/i« 7v 4r«7fo{, tfir. Ad Gcoiet, p« 5 1, 

f E-TA atT7i79 ^<f ^atp fltU7Cf A , C7cLvN< *eM af->«p7flfj 

juu tfuToAe^Of ftfff x.Ai OiQft St(k. 54. p. 108. 

I Kifjy^d^vTA /i*etV7*f ««i^«r7A Aoy«f* Oi^l. lojtck* 
§on 00 Novae ftH, p. 3f 7* 

I ^M 71 • AcyS' ^cf^ iyiNTo X4ti «7<dir. Lib. I. cap« 

P4 proper 
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proper for fuffering, it is moft probable 
that they only ufcd the term logoi in theft 
places, as fynonymous to Chriji (that being 
in their opinion the moft honourable part 
of him) whofe foul and body only really 
fuiFered* This may be concluded with cer* 
tainty to have been the cafe with refped: to 
Irenaeus, who exprefsly fays, that the logos 
was quiefcent in the fufferings of Chrift^ 
and therefore we caa hardly doubt, but 
that Juftin alfo, if he had had any occafion 
to explain himfelf on the fubjed:, would 
have faid the fanie. 

It is poffible, however, though not pro- 
bable, that fome perfons might imagine, 
that the logos, being intimately united td 
the foul and body of a man, might, in fome 
ienfe, partake in their fufierings. But as 
both thefe writers held that Chrift had ft 
Human foul, it is evident that they did not 
confider the Sufferings of the logos ^ in what«» 
ever fenfe they might ufe that e^tprefSon^ 
di implying that & human foul was not ne- 
ccflary to Chrift j and, therefore> I do not 
fee how Arians can derive any advantage 
from it;^ as ufed by th^mt 
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Alfoy to make Irenxus confiftent with 
himielf^ we muft fuppofe that when^ ih op- 
pofition to the Gooftics^ he faid that it was 
Cbrijl and not Jefus only that fuffered, he 
only meant to fay, that there was no fuch 
fuper-angelic being as they held, which 
flew away from Jefus when he was upoa 
the crofs i but that the logos, which had 
been united to him before, continued ilill 
united to him, even in his fufferings, 
though he did not properly partake of 
them. This agrees with his faying that 
the logos was quiefcent in his fufferings, 
meaning perhaps that he did not interpofe 
to prevent, or alleviate them. 

Mr. Jackfon confiders the(e cafual ex* 
preilions of Juftin Martjrr and Irenaeus as 
circumftanccs by which we may difcover 
the true dodrine of the apoftolic age ^. fiut 
this is a conjedhire unfupported by any 
other fa£t or circumftance whatever. And 
it is highly improbable, on feveral accounts, 
that chriftians of the apoflolic age /hould 
have fuppofed that Chrifl had no other 

^ AdncUtioncs in Novatianuoi, p, 356. 

than: 
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than a created foul, and that this foul was 
the logos^ and that all the writers from that 
time till the council of Nice (hould invari^ 
ably hold that the logos was uncreated^ and 
that Chrift had a human foul befides the 
logos, without any difcuffion of the fubjcfi:, 
without any controverfy; when it is known 
that, from the firft appearance of the Gnof- 
tics, all the chriftian world were fo atten- 
tive to every opinion concerning the perfoix 
of Chrift. • - 

Origen, Tertullian, and others, who wrote 
jiot long after Irenaeus, exprefsly fay that 
the logos could not fuifer, as Irenaeus him- 
felf fays in efFed:; and they write in fuch a 
manlier on the fubjeft, as if they confidered 
it to be the univerfal opinion. It may be 
prefumed therefore, that thefe writers did 
not imagine that Juftin Martyr, or any 
other chrift ian writer held any other opi- 
nion on the fubjedt. 

Mr. Jackfon might have found much 
ftronger language than what he has quoted 
from Juftin Martyr, or Irenaeus, concerning 
the fufFering of Chrift as God, in Caffian, 
and others who wrote in the Neiiorian con* 

troverfy 
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trovcrfy .as will be fccn when I confider that 
fubje€t) and yet when they were charged 
with aiTerting that the logos itfelf really fuf- 
fered, they (Irongly difclaim having had any 
fuch meaning. Cyril of Alexandia fays, 
•* they were charged with aflcrting that the 
«' logos fuffered, but that no one was ever fo 
«• inad as to fuppofc it*/' What Cyril 
here fays of himfclf and his friends, was, I 
doubt not, true of Juftin Martyr, who 
fpeaks as highly of the logos as Cyril or 
any chriflian writer whatever, making it to 
have been an attribute of the Father; and 
therefore he muft have thought it to be as 
incapable of proper fuffcring, as the Father 
bimfelf. 

It will likewife appear highly impro* 
bable, that any perfons near the apoftolia 
age ihould have confidered Chrift as having 
a created logos in the place of a human foul, 
if it be confidered, that the opinion of all 

* Progrmium vero in maledida ab harreticis tanquam 
accrbc fa<fta invLhitur, et velut oftendere conatur, corpus 
cflc quod paflum eft, non Dcus vcrbum, quaC fint qui di- 
cint vcrbum Dci| quod nulli eft paiSoni obnoxium, paffi* 
ont cfle fubjcdum. Sed nemo ufque adco infaniu ut hoc 
4icat. Epift. 6. Opera, voL 2. p. 17, 

3 the 
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the Jews at the tinie of the promulgation 
of the gofpel was, that the Mefliah was a 
mere man^ and that the apoftles did not, 
for fome time at leaft, preach any other 
doftrine, as will be abundantly proved in its 
proper place. How, then, was there time, 
in the nature of things, for the chriltiaii 
world in general to have paffed from this 
opinion, j&rft to that of Chrift having had 
a pre-exiftent foul, capable of creating all 
things; then, before the time of Juftin 
Martyr, have imagined that foul to havo 
been uncreated^ the proper logos or wifdom 
of the Father, and again to have fuper- 
addcd a proper human foul, fuch as they 
firft began with to this logos. The very 
mention of fuch an hypothefis as thi$ is, 
I feould think, fuffjcient to expofe it. 

Upon the whole, I cannot help think-* 
ing-that there is the ftrongeft evidence that 
the Antenicene iFathers believed that Chrift 
had a proper human foul, as well as a human 
body J their logos being fuch as. could not 
fupply the place of it, being that power 
which, at the very time that it was incar- 
nate, fupported all things, and was even 

z then 
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then as much in the Father as ever it had 
been. Confequently, thofe Fathers could 
not have been Arians. 

That the foul which the Fathers afcribed 
to Chrift^ befide the logos, was a proper 
human foul^ and not merely the fenfitivt 
foul of fome philofophers^ is evident from 
the man being (aid by them to confifl of 
this fovd and a body^ a kind of definition 
in which the term foul always cxpre0ed 
every thing belonging to a man that was 
not body. This will have been obferved 
to be the cafe with refped to Irenasns. 

Thofe philofophcrs who, following the 
principles of Plato, maintained that man 
has two fouls ^ gave Chrift two fouls alfo, 
and difpofed of them according to their 
refpedive natures. ^' Chrift,'' fiud Theo- 
phylad, *^ was in paradife not only as God, 
*^ but alfo in his rational and intelledual 
'* foul ; and the animal foul only was in 
« heU ♦/• 

7170* 
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To the foul of Chrift Origen gave the 
peculiar power of quitting its body, and 
returning to it again, whenever it pleafed ; 
meaning, that the logos difmifled the foul, 
and re-united it to the body. *' Chrift/' 
fays he, ** did not die according to the 
** common courfe of nature, but by the 
** exertion of a power given him by God 
** for that.purpofe-f-/' He fays, that his 
foul both left the body, and returned 
to it again at his own pleafure;);/' The 
fame fentiment is alfo advanced by Cy- 
prian, who fays, that " Chrift being cruci* 
^* fied, preventing the office of the execu- 

yeyovefula th voog, icj sigct^a luSr^z fjtila i^vx^'ii* In. Luc. cap, 
23. Opera, vcl. i. p. 535. 

t 'E^eye h tfio^ h7isg ^spi T>jf ecaHis ^vxn; (« nala ro Mpoi- 
mvov 'Xj^im x^f^^^f^^^ '^^ ^afjialog^ cO^^ xclla tuv i^okitreof aula jy 
«re^ tH7o mofOjiolQiv thi<^m) to, nhig cufti mv 'i'^OCH'^ f^ ^'^0 ^9 
oT^a £>M Ti^nfu avhiv ait* EfAavtH. Ad Celfum, lib. 2. p. 130.' 

J Kcu 'Ejepi mv eaJla ts>^ijJy}v eix^ ti 's>£iov ' iva tKnadt fisy to amfia 

piifjlcu* rotalov y cxvayeypaTrlM *jsapa ta laam apvttvai .0 h^nc 
W>yo9^ tv Tw, ahig aipei tw ^'^xnv fm air £/««, oxx' tya *rAfifU avh 
^ ^beat/78. Einaiav ^x^ ^mca cwlm^' t^ *srcP4y ^wioot bx» yoRw 
oAm* Ibid, lib^ St. p. 70. 

'^tionecg^, 
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*« tioncr, of his own accord difmiiTed his 
•• fpirit» and oa the third day he, of his 
** own accord, rofc from the dead *." This 
dodtrinc is dill held by many modern 
ArianSy though it is highly derogatory 
from the charadcr of Chrift, and deftroys 
the force of his example, in fuffering; as 

* 

it fuppofes that he had a power of putting 
an end to his torments, and confequently 
of IcfTcning the agony of them, which his 
followers had not 

Ana(la(ius Sanaita fays, that Chrift gave 
his foul a peculiar privilege, above that 
which was given to Adam, which was only 
«« the breath of God. For the foul of 
*^ Immanucl had its eflence in God, with 
" God, and like God +/' 

* N^m ct cniclfixus, pncYcnto carnificis officio fpiri'- 
tiim fpontc dimifit, ct die tcrtto rurfus a mortuis (jpont# 
fiirrexit. * De Idolorum Vanitate, p. i6. 

9ffm9m iffXP* Ibid. p. 66. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

Of the Union between the Logos, and the 
Soul and Body ofCbriJl, and their fepar ate 
properties. 



SECTION 1. 

Of this Union in general. 

T 

QEVERAL curious queftions may be 
ftarted with refpedt to the union between 
the divine logos and the foul and body of 
Chrift. For this union was always repre- 
fen ted as being equally ftri<a with that 
which fubiifts between the foul and body 
of man ; the maxim being, that as the foul 
and body make one man, fo God and man 
make one Chrift. Auftin fays, ** God mixed 
«^ with man makes Chrift, as the foul and 
*^ body make a man*/' On this fyftem, a 

* Sicut in unitate perfonx anima unitur corpori ut ho* 
xno fit) iu in unitate perfonse Deus unitur homini, ut Chriftus 

fit. 
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confiderable difficolty occurred. It was t 
maxim that the properties of divinity could 
not be impaired by any circumftance what- 
ever» the divine nature being abfolutely un- 
changeable. It was, therefore, contrary to 
all rcafon» fuppofed that the human nature 
was a gainer by the union, and the divine 
nature no lofer. " Chrift," fays Eufebius^ 
" imparted of his divine nature to man, but 
" did not receive the properties of mortal 
** nature*/* This he compares to the fun, 
the light of which is not contaminated by 
ihining on dirty obje<5ls. In this indeed he 
h^ not a view to the body of Chrift in par^ 
ticular, but to human nature in general, 
which was benefited by the union of Mvi^ 
niiy^ while this Was no lofer; but there 
can be no doubt but he had the fame idea 
with refped to the union bi the logos to 
a (ingle man* They did not however, 
fuppofe that the human nature of Chrifl 
was materially changed by its onion with 

fit. Qqomodo eft enim untis homo anima et corpus, fie 
tratis CfanAos vcrbum ct homo. In Johan, Tr. 48. Ope- 
•a^toL 9. p. 349, 

* A99a «• ^ 4 «A m a fM wj t» oAftMcuy ta }' a is didi 
in rfftn^ oiw. Dc Laudibos Conft. p. 761. 

Vol. IL Q^ the 
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the divine nature. •* As the introduce 
*' tion of fire/' fays Bafil, *^ does not 
*^ alter the property of iron, fo the di- 
*' vinity makes no change in the body of 
^'Chrift*." 

When the dodrine was more advanced, 
it was maintained that ** the whole of the 
*' divinity of Chrift was united to the whole 
** of the humanity, and not part to part," 
as we read in Damafcenus ^f. This was 
agreeable to the e^ablifhed maxim with re- 
fped: to the union between the foul and 
body of man. 

So very different were the divine and hu- 
man natures of Chrift conceived to be, and 
yet fo neceflary was it, for the purpofe of 
the orthodox chriftian Fathers, to make an 
union between them, that no embarraffment 
or difcordance of opinion among them can 

fctfAtv^ 63$ sSe to vrvp rwv th ciinpii i^iu/jmIov f/iila}\afjL€avei . fuXag 9 
ciiwg ^ -^vxpoq • a>0^ o/jtoig TSvpoKloi^is twv t8 nevpog fMpfnv vtt^* 

8« lawrotl'Vp^wv Tijv ^Xoya, Horn. 25. Opera, vol. I. p. 507. 
f In incarnatione unius ex hn&x trinitatis perfonis Dei 
vcrbi, totam ac perfedlam divinitatis naturam cum tota 
hiunana natura copulatam fuiflfe dkimus, ac non partem 
cum parte. Orlhod. Fid. lib. 3. cap. 5. Opera, p. 375- 

furprifc . 
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furprifc us. Epiphanius mufl have confi-^ 
dcrcd the foul of Chrift as having had but 
little proper union with his divinity^ when 
he fuppofed that while he was on the 
cfofs the former prayed to the latter*. 
Fulgentius fays that, *^ when the human 
** nature of Chrift fuffcred, the divine na-» 
*' ture did not even feel compaifion, any 
** more than the foul of Chrift died when 
•• the body did +." The (amc writer^ 
however, fuppofes that, though the foul of 
Chrift did not know the Father^ it had a 
perfed knowledge of the divinity of the 
Son^ with which it made one perfon X* 

As a man confifts of two parts, it was 
neceftary, in order to complete this fyftem, 

fatm cXrycy avk m Aa ^yit * ^t fw, du /mk, ikA fAt tyiuiilo^iTtf. 
Iljer. 69. p. 789. 

f £t in homine toto patiens, non eft divina natura com* 
paflji, ftcuC ffloriente carne^ non folum deltas, fed nee ani- 
nu Chriili poccft oAendi commortua. Ad TraTimundum, 
lib. 3. cap. 18. p. 471* 

X £t quia unigenitiu Dcus sequatis e(l patn, nee potcft 
totum nofTe filians, qui totum non noverit patremi cavea- 
mu% nc cum aoima Cbrifti totum patrem nofH; non crcdi* 
tur, ip(c uni Chrifto ex aliqua parte» non folum patris, fed 
tt»a.a fui, ct fptrUui fan. it caj^nuio dcncgctur. Quam vcro 

Q^ 2 pcrdunim 
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that the logos fhould be united to the body, 
as well as to the foul of Chrift. Accordingly 
we read, in the account of the embafly to 
the Armenians. That ^Mhe divinity of 
«* Chrift was never feparated from his body, 
•' or his foul*/' Even the death of the 
body was not fuppofed to break this union. 
^< The divinity of Chrift," fays Damafcc- 
nus, *^ was not feparated from the body of 
" Chrift even in death. Even in that ftate, 
** all the three made but one hypoftafis, 
" Neither the foul nor the body Had any 
•* peculiar hypoftafis of its own. It WM 
•' only the hypoftafis of Chrift^.*' 

perdurum eft, et a fanitate fidei penitus alicnum, nt dica 
mus animam Chrlfti non plenam fuae ddtatis habere nod- 
tiam, cum qua naturaliter unam creditur habere perfonam 
Ad Ferrandum, Qu. 3. p. 627. 

* Quum ergo divinitas ejus nunquam nee a corpore, rice 
ab anima dirempta fuit Bib. Pat. App. p. 1830. 

t Quamvis igltur Chriftus, ut homo, mortem obierlt, 
fanftaque ipfius anima ab immaculato corpore diftrafta fit : 
divinitas tamen a neutro, hoc eft nee ab anima. nee a cor- 
pore, quoque modo fejunSa eft : neque propterea perfona 
una in duas perfonas divrfa eft. Si quidem et corpus, et 
anima, ab rnitio in verbi perfona eodem momento extitc- 
runt: ac licet in morte divulfa fuerint, utnimque tamen 
eorum unani vefbi hypoflafim perpetuo babuit. Quanlc- 
brem una eademque verbi hypoftafis turn verbi, tnm afti- 

2 ina?9 
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then as much in the Father as ever it had 
been. Confequently, thofe Fathers could 
not have been Arians. 

That the foul which the Fathers afcribed 
to Chrifty befide the logos, was a proper 
human foul, and not merely the ftnfitive 
foul of Tome philofophers, is evident from 
thi man being iaid by them to confift of 
this foxd and a boJy^ a kind of definition 
in which the term foul always cxprelTed 
every thing belonging to a man that was 
not body. This will have been obfervtd 
to be the cafe with refped to Irenaens* 

Thofe philofophers who, following the 
principles of Plato, maintained that man 
has two fouls^ gave Chrift two fouls alfo, 
and difpofed of them according to their 
refpedive natures. '' Chrift," (aid Thee 
phylad, '^ was in paradife not only as God, 
'' but alfo in his rational and intelledual 
'^ foul ; and the animal foul only was in 
•« hell ♦/• 



WW 
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As the foul an4 the body 'of Chrift re* 
tainc4 their feparate properties, the divine 
Jogo3 was alfo fuppofed to retain all its pe- 
puliar and extraordinary powers, and ita 
former funcftions, fo as to lofe nothing of 
its omniprefence, and its aiSiye power in 
fuppoftipg the world, *' Xstt us not,'* fays 
Origenj^ " fay in our hearts that Chrift is 
^* contained in any place, and is not every 
f* whefe, and di^fufed through all things i 
** for whpn he^was on earth he faid that he 
*f was in heaven*," ^' At the very time," 
fays Eufebius, ** that Chrift was converfing 
f* on e^rtji, h^ filled all things, and was 
^* with the Father, and adminiftered the 
^* affairs of the univerfe, things in h^avea 
^^ and things on earth -f-." ^* He is a crying 
^^ infant/' fays Hilary, ** ?ipd yet in h?a^ 

♦ Ne fcilicit dic?imu5 in (rordp noftro et putemus quo4 
Chriftus in alicjuo continetur, etnonubiqueeft, acper om< 
pia ipfe diffunditurj quippe qui cvim effet in terris dicebaj 
^uia eflet et in coclo. In Rom^ Opera, vol. 2. p. 585. 

t AWuz yenpiyevTO) rale jfo&oy^ cev^fOTrotf vjrdhiizv&o^ ra wocila 
i7t>^p^y K^i TQ>_ <^soSfi (rum ' ij) £v oula ye w, x) ruv mcal'jsv a9poa>g £v 
Tfo to7e. Toy Ts KoS* sfcxvQv )^ Tuv sTTi ywj t7[e[xt>Jlo. Dc Laud^^ 
]>\\s Cpnft. p. 761. 
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'' ven; he increafes in wifdom, and is the 
••Godoffulnefs*." 

•« He was not/' fays Athanafius, " cir- 
** cumfcrtbed by the body, nor was he fo 
*• in the body, as not to be every where, 
** Nor did he fo aftuate the body, as that 
** other things were deprived of his provi- 
** dential care. But what is wonderful, 
** being the logos, he was not contained by 
any thing, but rather himfclf contained 
every thing -f-.'* 
Fulgentius reprefents Chrift as ** wholly 
** in the Father, as well as wholly out of 
•* him. He was wholly/' he fays, •* in the 
" virgin's womb when he was building 
" bimfelf a houfc, as we read, Prov. 8. 
" He was wholly in heaven, wholly in the 
•* world, and wholly even in hell J/* 

• Vagit infiuis, fed in ccelo eft ; pucr crcfcit, fed picni- 
tudinis Dcus pcrmanct. Dc Trinitatc, lib. lo. p. 260. 

tOJ^axpct it KK 19, «3i nmo /U9 aum ' cOOsa it TKi aJk Wfonuii 
trt^* oXXji T9 "wafoioiiSahff Xsyof Aiy, « aumx/h fjmf vxo too;, 
riMiXf 3c ra wsoita fta^Xif coT^f^, De Incariucione, Opera, 
▼ol. I. p. 69. 

t Ncquc cnim pn ejus remanfit in patre, ct pars ejus 
dcfccndit tn virgincm, cum tottis in patre mancret quod 
cru, ct totus in virgine ficret, quod non eratj cotus cum 

Q.4 pat re 
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Here I would obf?rve, that the opinion 
pf Chrift retaining all his divine powers 
while he was on earth, held by Origen, 
Clemens Ale^andrinus, and all the ancients, 
is a proof, that, in their opiiiion, the logo^ 
was no created fpirit, or any principle tha( 
pould be confined in its operatiop^, by any 
circumftance? in which it could be placed. 
Otherwife, as they found that, when Chrift 
was upoh earth, he applied to his Father 
upon all occafions, they would have more 
paturally thought that his owr^ proper 
powers were fufpended ; and that the func- 
tion which he had ^efpre difcharged was 
for a time difconti^vied, or transferred to 
fome other, whiph feems to be the opi- 
nion pf all the modern Arian?, and cer- 
tainly beft agrees with their principles, 
For what occafioa had Chrift to apply to 
his Father^, to enable him to dp nothing 
;nor? than his own natural powers could 

patre totum implehs et coniinens mundum, totus fibi in 
utero virginis aedificans domum : fcriptum cfl enim, fa- 
pientia aedificavit fibi domum ; totus in patre f(Qmpiterno^ 
fptus in homine fufcepto^ totus in coelo, totus in mundo, 
totu^ ctiam in inferno. Ad Trafimundiim, lit). 3- cap. 8« 
E- 468. 

have 
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have performed, if thofc powers had been 
at liberty^ and if he had continued to have 
the full ufe of them. We never think of 
praying to God for power to move our 
hands or feet, whenever we have occafioa 
to make ufe of them^ though we daily 
thank God for having given us that power. 
We know, and feel, that it is a power at 
the command of our own will, and there- 
fore we look no farther than to ourfelves 
for the immediate exerciie of it. The 
fame would ncccflarily have been the cafe 
with Chrifty if he had cured difeafes^ and 
raifcd the dead, by a power as properly his 
owny and as much at his command, as that 
by which we move our limbs. His pray- 
ing to the Father, therefore, and the mi- 
racles that he wrought being afcribed to 
the Father, who only, as he faid, did thefe 
works, is a proof that, while he was on 
earth, he had not the power of doing them 
himfclf. Yet, contrary to the plaineft 
evidence, all the ancient Fathers fuppofed 
that Chrill then had that power^ and they 
made his exertion of it a proof of his 
^vinity^ 

SEC. 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Ignorance of Chrijl concerning the Day 

of Judgment. 

A Peculiarly difficult queftion occurs with 
refped: to the union of the divine na- 
ture of Chrift to his human foul ^ for as 
both were capable of knowledge, it might 
be fuppofed that, whatever v^as known to 
the one, muft alfo have been known to the 
other, if there was any proper union be- 
tween them/ This confequence was fo 
natural, that it would, I doubt not, have 
been maintained, if it bad not been faid, 
(Luke ii. 52.) that Jefus increafed in wif-*^ 
dom^ and our Lord had not fo exprefsly 
faid, that he did not know the time of the 
day of judgment. 

With refpeft to the former, it feems to 
have been allowed, that the human foul 
of Chrift acquired knowledge gradually, 
as other human fouls do. But fometimes 
the Fathers (how a cbnfufion of ideas on 
the fubjed:, Origen, who believed the 

. pre-exiftencc 
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pre-cxiilcncc of all fouls, but that they 
had loft all their attainments in their prior 
ibte, (eems to have thought the fame of tho 
foul of Chrift. " Jefus/' he fays, ** not 
*' yet a man, becaufe he had emptied him- 
«• fclf, advanced [in wifdom]. For no one 
^* who is perfedt can make advances, but 
«* wewho Aand in need of improvement*.'* 
In this Origen could not mean the logos, 
becaufe he fuppofed that to be omnifcient, 
and even omniprefent, while it was con- 
fieded with Chrift on earth. 

Afterwards, it was generally thought 
that even the foul of Chrift knew every 
thing, in confequence of its union to the 
logos, and that Chrift's knowledge (how- 
iog itfelf more and more was all that was 
meant by his increaiing in wifdom. This 
is expredfed by Nicephorus -f-. 



In Jcroni. Horn. i. Comment, vol. i. p. 57. 

^m miAMx ^u im >a^£am9 ivitmf. Hid. lib. i. cap. 14. vol, 
l.p.79. 

As 
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As Chrift exprefsly fays, that he did not 
know the day of judgment, he certainly 
either was, or pretended to be, ignorant of 
fomething which, at leail in his divine na- 
ture, he niuft have known. Here, then, 
is a queftion, worthy of an Apollo to an- 
fwer; and it may be amufing to obfervc 
what different folutions have been given 
of this difficulty. 

Irenaeus evidently fuppoled, that the time 
ef the day of judgment was altogether un- 
known to the Son, ahd he advifes us to ac- 
quiefce in our ignorance of' many things, 
after his example*. " If any one," fays 
fee, '* aiks the reafon why the Father, who 
** communicates every thing to the Son, 
^' is alone faid to knaw the day and tho 

♦ Irrationabilitur autem inflati, audaqiter ineqarr^ilia 
dei myfteria fcire vos dicitis : quandoquidem et dominus, 
jpfe filius Dei, ipfum judicii diem et horam conc^^t fcirc 
folum patrera, manifefte dicens: de di^ autqm ilia, et hor^^ 
nemo fcit neque filius, nifi pater folus. Si igitur fcienti^m 
diei illlus filius non erubuit referre ad patrera, fed dixit 
quod verum eft ; neque nos erubefpimus, quae funt la 
quaeftionib'js majora fecundum nos, refervare Deo. Lib. 
1. cap. 48. p. 176, 

" hour 
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" hour of the future judgment, no better 
*' reafon can be given but tliat we may 
'< letm of our Lord himfelf, that the Fa- 
«* thcr is above all 5 for he faid, the Fa- 
" ther is greater than I *." 

This being the earliefl account that we 
have of any interpretation of this text, is 
a moft unfavourable circumftance to the 
orthodox. It lobks as if, at that time, 
whatever might be pretended concerning 
the fuper-human nature of ChriO, the 
general opinion was, that he was wholly 
ignorant of the time of the future judg- 
ment. The fad muft have been, that the 
dodrine of the divine logos in Chrift was 
not received by the generality of chriftians, 
and though adopted by the philofophei^ 
among them, had not been purfued to its 
proper confequences. Other wife, it could 
not hot have been applied to this cafe, as 

^ £t enini fi quis exquirat caufam, propter quam in om* 
hRhii patcf commuAicans filio, folus fcire boram et Jiem 
a domino manifcftitus eft ; nctjuc aptabflcm magis, neque 
dccentioretii, nee fine periculo alteram quam banc inreniat 
in pneienti (qaontam enim Tolus verax magifter eft domi- 
nos) ut difcamus per ipfum, fuper omnia efic patrcm. Et 
orim pater, ait, major mc eft. Lib. «. cap. 49. p. 178. 

well 
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well as to many others, which in due time 
it was. 

The next interpretation of this paffagc 
that I have met with is that of Origen } 
and he did not hefitate to pronounce that 
Chrifl: certainly did know what he profefled 
not to know. , " Chrift," fays he, ** being 
** the truth, cannot be ignotant of any 
*' thing that is true*/' *' Have ye under-% 
" flood all thefe things ? He did not afk 
•*-this queftion becaufe he was ignorant, 
** but having affumed human nature, he 
•• did every thing that belongs to man, one 
** of which is to alk queftions "f-." This 
implies that even the human foul of Chrifl: 
was acquainted with every thing, but that 
l>e feigned ignorance; and this we find to 
have been a pretty common ipterpretation. 
According to Hilary, ** Chrifl: knew the 
'* time of the future judgment, but pre- 
** tended ignorance, becaufe it was not time 

til ei oXoKM^cg triv n c^^sia ts^sva^^Qeg ayvoet. Comment* vol. 2* 

p. 28. 

f 'Non ignarus interrogate fed quoniam Temel aflump- 
ferat hominem, utitur omnibus quae funt hominis. Quo- 
rum unum illud eft interrogare. Opera, vol. 2> p. 11. 

'' to 
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♦* to difcovcr it ♦." In another place, he 
fiiys, *' the Son is faid not to know the, day 
** of judgment^ becaufe ha does not fpeak 
^' of it, and that the Father only knows it^ 
*• becaufe he only fpeaks of it to him+.'* 

Didymus of Alexandria fays, that " igno- 
•* ranee of the day of judgment is afcribed 
•• to Chrift, as forgetfulnefs, repentance, 
** &c- arc afcribed to God, viz, for the 
•• (akc of the hearers J." " Jf God," i^y% 
Cyril of Alexandria, << aficdted ignorance of 
*' where Adam was, and of what Cain had 

^ In omnibus enim qux ignorare fc Dcus loquitur, ig- 
norantiam quidcm profitetur, fed ignoratione tamen non 
detinetur ; dum id quod nefcit, non nefciendi infirmius 
eft, fed aut tempus eft ;ion loquendi, tut dtfpenfatio eft 
Donagcndi. Lib. 9. p. 226. 

t Filtus itaquc diem idcirco qub tacet ncfcit^ et patrcm 
fiolum idcirco fcire ait, quia folus uni (ibi non tacct* Lib. 9. 
p. 231. 

X Sicut enim cum Dcus folus iic Tapicns ct fcientiam ba- 
beat omnium, oblivto pafltbilis cc penitcntia aut aliquid 
bujnOnodi in eo nequaquam exiftit^ cum utique de co 
dtfpenfii vttt dicantur. lu ergo fapientia ct vcriute Dei 
^iiorantiam non recipientc^ propter quandam utiliutcni 
borum, et diem judicii dicttur ignorare, quorum finguli 
aperte monftrabuntur, cum de his fiieric diccndi propofi- 
turn. In Joto. cap. a. Bib. Pat. vol. 6. p. 653. 

** done. 
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•• done, why fhould we wondftr that th6 
** Son of God afledted ignorance concern-* 
** ing the day of judgment;" adding, that 
*' Chrift alfo afFedcd ignorance, when he 
** afked how many loaves his difciples^ 
** had*.'* Theophylaa fays, that ** Chrift 
** prstended not to know the day of judg- 
•* ment, to put an end to his difciples 
^ *^ teazing him ; as fathers, when they fetf 
** their children crying for a thing which 
*' they do not x:hufc to give them^ will hide 
** it, and then (how their hands enapty, as" 
** if they had it not f /' 

* Sed refpondeant quaefo, quando Dcus in Paradifo. 
Adam patrem noftrum vocabat dicens : Adam Adam ubi 
es ? et qaando Cain interrogabat : Ubi eft Abel frater tuus? 
quid dicent ? nam fi ignorantem Dcum interrogafle afEr- 
mabunt, manifefta impietate tenebuntur ; fin autem difpen- 
fationis modo quodam fie interrogalTe Deum dicent, cut 
mirantur fi fill us quoque Dei, per quern etiam tunc FaSa 
interrogatio cft,utiliter difpenfans ignorare fe dicit horani 
illam ut homo, quamvis univerfa fciat ut fapientta patrlsf 
quod autem difpenfative folcbat ignorantlam fibi attribuere 
falvaior, manifefte ab ipfo evangelifta ih alio loco dicitur. 
Nam quando mlraculofe multiplicatis panibus fetfUentes fc 
voluit alerc, ut ignorans interrogabat i quot panes habciis? 
Thefaurus, lib, g. cap. 4. Opera, vol, %. p. 292. 

ix^iiv ^ 5vcx?^iV avlsij tw tiTTeSY oli nit ot ayftMi^ 87c Jiy» oife i 

e7r$ 
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Wc have two anfwers of Epiphanlus to 
this queftion» one of which feems to im- 
ply that Chrift feigned ignorance. *' If," 
fays he, *• the Son knew the Father, which 
•' is the grcateft of all, he muft know the 
** day of judgment. But it became a Son 
*' to honour his Father, that he might 
** (how that he was his own Son*." The 
ether folution implies a bafe equivocation 
on the part of our Saviour. •' Chrift," fays 
he, *^ did not know the day of j^udgment ; 
^* meaning that it had not taken place, 
^* the wicked not being punifhedf ." 

We have alfo two anfwers of Baiil to this 
qaeftion, one of which likewife implies a 

t%ittgwii$f ret; x^f^ *<'*^ ^^( maiiiotf^ tftt^if eofia n M>au8^ 
In Marc. 13. Opcray vol. 1. p. 267. 

* II«K a ora fiuttt ri3tt>( ru9 t}mhm» unftt * n ytmnm romm 

«a3i^ IKS }f4n Tur yvn^toUa. Ancoratus, fed. 17. Opera, 
Vol. 2. p. 23. 

f Owgrw % iTiw a)7ip jkaZx 9fait9, Tx7fn» en cufntv. A yap 
n^cK anCwn^ &c. Hxr. 69. p. 769. 

Vol. II. R feigned 
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feigned ignorance. ** Chrift," fays he, 
** concealed the day of judgment, becaufe 
*^ it was not convenient for men to be in- 
'* formed of it*." But the other folution 
' ioiplies fomething elfe. ** The Father 
** knows the day of judgment in the firft 
*' inftance, being the caufe of all know- 
*' ledge -f-." Ambrofc again has recourfe to 
a feigned ignorance. " Chrift, out of thp^ 
** great love that he bore to his difciples, 
•* thinking it ufelefs to them to know what 
*' they enquired about, chofe rather to feem 
*' to be ignorant than to deny them +." 

The anfwer of Auftin is peculiar, imply^ 
ing, that our Saviour had recourfe to an 
Hebrew idiom, in which the verb to know, 
may fignify to make others know, as if he 

^ Ai<as 70 fAYi <rufA(pe^eiv «v rotg av^^co^roi; aKstrai rov Kcupov mg 
Kiia-Eu; a7rE(na7m<TEv, Ad Eunomium, Horn. 4. p. 770. 

T OvJeo /^ TO, a^Eig oios^ tw wpdilrjy eiStKriv Tm te ovluv }y rwy 
E(rofj£vuv ETTi Tov ^oIe^oc avoyovlog, jcj Jia ^avldJv tyiv 'srpalnv culiav rotg 
cof^^moig vTToOEiHvvvlo; Ei^cT^cct vofMiofjLEv, Epift. 391, Opera, 
vol. 3. p. 389 . 

t Mavult enim dominus nimio in difclpulos amore 
propenfus, petentibus his quae cognitu inutilia judicaret, 
videri ignorare quod noverat quam negare. De Fide, lib. 5. 
cap. 7. Opera, vol 4. p. 205. 

- • had 
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had faid, I do know myfelf, but I (hall 
not tell you of it. •* Chriii;' fays he, «* did 
••not know the day of judgment, that is, 
•« he did not make to kfjowj or difcover it 
•« to others*." 

Photius fccms to have confidered igno- 
rance as a property of human nature, and 
therefore to have thought that our Lord took 
it upon him of courfc when he became a man. 
«• As a man," fays he, *• Chrift did not rejeft 
•• that ignorance which became him as a 
•• man. He who took the whole, would 
•* he rcfufe to take any part, or not fliew 
•• that he had taken it J ?" This looks as 
if there was no communication between the 
divinity and the human foul of Chrift; and 
on this fuppolitlon the orthodox of the 
prefent age endeavour to fatisfy themfelves 
and others; faying, that Chrift knew all 
things as God, but was ignorant of many 

* Hoc enlm ncfcit, quod ncrcientes facit, id eft, quod 
non ttx fciebat^ ut tunc difcipulis indicarcu De Trimtate, 
Kb. I. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 3. p. «53. 

t CU ea^f^nroi 3f , hit tt^ oi^toh mfr%maa crymioaf, Xfuvta ' 
n Mii . 0( yof }n to c>^r c»>i7c ToCiiy, mtti a 71 ran «i^ vuaro 
vopAirab foi XoCciF, n ^ wmr^su oli v^X^ ^aSttn. Epift. 
228. p. 336. 

R 2 things 
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things as man ; and this was perhaps the 
meaning of Athanafius (if the Fragments on 
the P/alms be his) who faid, " what ha 
** knows by nature as God, he is faid to 
** hear according to his human nature, and 
** the ceconomy*." 

Damafcenus thought that the human foul 
of Chrift, in confequence of the union and 
perfonal identity between the two natures, 
knew every thing,, even future eventsf/' 

Gregory the Great has a very peculiar 
folution of this difficulty. He fays that 
*' Chrift was ignorant of the day of judgment 
^* with refped: to his body the churchy" 

The moft prudent of all the anfwers, is 
that of Leontius, who fays, ** the queftion 

* Oiihs iy uTTSf oih ft/o'iKag &>$ ^io^^ raJla *so!h,v aium UySou 
iia TO ovOpoyTTtvov oucovofiuco);. Opera, vol. 2. p* 522* 

t At domini anima, ob unionem cum. ipfo Deo verbo, 
ac perfonalem identitatem, ut reliquorum miraculorum, 
fic etiam futurarum, ut dixi, rerum notitiam confecuta eft. 
Orthod. Fid. lib; 3. cap. 21. p. 42 1. 

:|: Quia diem et horam neque filius neque angeli fciunt: 
omnino refte veflra fanftitas fcnfit, quoniam non ad eun- 
dem filium, juxta hoc quod caput eft, fed juxta corpus 
ejus nos quod fumus, eft certiffime referendum. Epift. 

cap. 42. Opera, vol. 2- p. 223. A. 

'* con- 



Chap. VII. of Cbrifi. 245 

*• concerning Chrift's ignorance^ is not to 
*< be anxioufly enquired into*/' 

It is. Mark who aflcrts in the ftrongefl 
manner that Chrift was ignorant of the 
day of judgment; for he exprefsly fays, 
chap. xiii. 3 z. neither the Son^ but the Father. 
But Ambrofe fays, that the ancient Greeks 
had not the words neither the Son in that 
paflage -f*." 

There was at Conftantinople, a particu- 
hur (cA of thofe who maintained that, as a 
man, Chrift did not know the day of judg* 
ment. They were therefore called Jignoeta. 
But the orthodox opinion then was, that 
he knew it as a man, and Theodofius wrote 
a^nft them:};. 

* Nos autem didmut non adeo de his fubtillter inquiren* 
dnm. Leone. De Se^, Bib. Pac App. p. 1875. 

t Scripcum eft inquiunt, de die autem illo et hora nemo * 
(ctt. Deque angeli odonim, nee filius, nifi folus pater. 
Primum non habeot codices Gnecl, quod nee filius fcit. 
Sed et non miruro fi et hoc faUkrunt, qui fcriptunis inter- 
pobvere divtnas. De Fide, lib5« cap.;. Op. vol. 4. p. %oz. 

X Quum autem priratut Byzantii Theodofius dcgcrct 
Agnoetarum (fie ab ignorationediAorum) dogma motum 
fuit Nam quia dominus ait, neminem horam judicii fcirc, 

R3 nc 
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SECTION III. 

Opinions concerning the body of Cbrijl. 

HAVE had occafion to obferve more 
than once, that chriftianity was never 
quite purged from the errors of the Gnof- 
tics. For though the orthodox, who op- 
pofed them, advanced different principles, 
they were infenlibly led to feveral of the fame 
tonclufions. Thus tlie orthodox agreed 
with the Gnoftics in fuppofing, that the 
maker of the world was different from the 
Supreme God, and they came to agree with 
them at lafl, in fuppofing matter to be the 
caufe of all evil. At leaft they adopted the 
fame maxims and praftices with refpedt to 
corporeal aufterities ; and feveral of them, 
we fhall now find, came very near to them 
with refpedt to their dodrine concerning 

pe iilium quidem, extra folum patrem : quaefitum eft, an 
Chriftus earn ignoraret, ut homo. Theodofius Chriftum 
ignorare negabat, et adverfus Agnoetas fcripfit. Leontius 

De Seftis Bib. Pat. App. p. 1861. 

the 
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the perfon of Chrift. All the Gnofttcs 
thought that the proper Chrljl was a fuper- 
angelic being, which had ezided long be- 
fore the birth of Jefus ; and ia this alfo 
the orthodox agreed with thenEi, only fup- 
poling that this divine inhabitant of Jcius, 
was of a higher rank than the Gnoilics had 
made him to be (which was really depart- 
ing farther from the genuine fimplicity 
of thegofpel) and they applied the term 
Chnfi^ not to the divine inhabitant of Jefus 
only, but to his whole compound perfon^ 
which was a difference merely verbal. 

Laftly, fome of the Gnoftics thought 
that Chrift had no real body, atid confe- 
quently, had not the feniations or feelings 
of one; but the orthodox principle of the 
union of the divine nature to the human 
produced almoft the fame cffcd. For lome of 
the catholics fuppofed, that, in conLqujacc 
of this union, the body of Chrift was exenipt 
£rom all diikgreeable fenfations ; and indeed 
this was a natural confcquence of their 
principles. For if there was a real union 
between the two natures, the fenfations of 
the one muft have been communicatei to 

R 4 the 
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the other; and as it was agreed that the 
divine nature could not feel pain/ the hu- 
man nature, in order to enjoy the benefit 
of the union, ought to be exempt from pain 
alfo, which we fhall find was aftually held 
by Hilary. 

In general, however, it was maintained 
that the human nature of Chrift was as ef- 
fedtually deferted by the divine nature in 
the day of fufjeripg, as the Gnoftics had 
ever fuppofed it to be 5 and it is very re- 
markable, how nearly the language of the 
orthodox on this fubjedt approached to that 
of the Gnoftics. Tertullian, in a paflage 
quoted before fays, that ** the complaint 
*^ uttered by Chrift on the crofs, was from 
** the man, not from the God, to fhew that 
•^ God was impaflible, who thus left the 
*^ Son, and gave up the man to deaths.'* 
^^ Let him learn," fays Origen, " that the 
** logos, always remaining the logos, feels 
^* nothing of the fuffering of the body, or 

♦ Haep vox carnis et anim^, id efl hominis, non fer- 

monis, nee fpiritus, id eft non Dei, propterea emiffa eft, 

ut impaffibllem Deum oftenderet, qui fic iilium dereliquit, 

dum hominem ejus tradidit in mortenif Ad Prax^m, 

(eft. 30. p. 518. 

♦» the 
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" the foul^/' " As the fun-beams," fays 
Damafccnus, •* arc not hurt when a tree on 
" which it (hines is cut down ; fo neither 
*' was the divinity of Chriil affeftcd when 
'* his flefli fuflfcred-f*/' The opinion con- 
trary to this, afcribed to the Patripaffians, 
wa$ deemed a herefy. Thus, Auftin fays, 
" there is another herefy, which fays that 
«« the divinity in Chrift grieved, when his 
" fleih was fixed to the crofs J." 

It being, therefore, a fettled point, that 
the divine nature of Chrift could not feel 
pain ; it is no wonder that fome of the or- 
thodox ihould have agreed with thofe Gnof- 
tics who held that his body, or what had 
the appearance of a body, had not the wants 

mm9y^ t9 0«iyia n n 4<0^* Ad Cclfuin, lib. 3. p. i jo. 

t Quen^droodum enim fi folc arbori illucente fecuris 
ftrborem incident^ fol tamen infcdus, atque ab omni inju- 
ria incolainb manet : eodem modo, ac multo etiam magis, 
impaffibilis verbi divinitas, cami perfonalicur unita, patiente 
came incolumis manfit. Orthod. Fid. lib. 3. cap. 26. Ope- 
ra, p. 428. 

X Alia eft hcrefis, que dicit in Chrifto divinitatem do* 
lutfle, cum figeretur caro ejus in crucc. Catalogus Her. 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 29* 

and 
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and weaknefles of other bcJdies, and was 
likewife infenfible of pain. 

Clemens Alexandrinus fays, *' It would 
** be ridiculous to fuppofe that the body of 
V** our Lord required fuppliesYor its fup- 
.** port. He ate not on account of his body, 
** which was fupported by divine power, 
** but left thofe who converfed with him 
^' fhould have had a fufpicion that he was a 
** phantafm, and had only the appearance of 
** a man/' He alfo fays that ** he was ex- 
** empt from all paflion, pleafurable or pain- 
" ful V 

Hilary maintained that the body of 
Chrift was impaffible. " You will not be- 
**.lieve/' fays he, '* impious heretic, but 
** that Chrift felt when the nails pierced 
** his hands.— I alk, why did not the chil- 
'* dreh," meaning the three in Daniel, '* fear 

* Em fABV TH (Tfolffpog TO crafia airoukiv »i cru/jLa ra^ caarpuua^ 
ifmfi(T\aq eig Ji^jitovnv, y£M)j av ein • e^ayev yap h Sta to crwfwt, 
luvafA£i <n/vtxofJi>evov ayta • a?0\a a; fzn tsj cvjovIol^ o^^wj fatpi aula 
(ppov£iv vTTEiae^Jkt ' aa-TTsp afjLs>^i vrepovy hxn<r£t riveg aulov wc^- 
vspaa^M imt>aSov' auJog h a7ra^am>^ aTTcx^g w, tig 6v niif 
mapuaiuelcu mvYifAa issa^iKOv^ iSe »Sbv)?, ale >j/7n\, Strom. 6. p. 
649. 

•^ the 
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, •* the fire, or feci pain ♦.** Other rcfpcftabic 
writers msdotained that the body of Chrid 
was free from the affcftions of other human 
bodies. Ambrofe fays '^ It was artifice in 
" Chrift to pretend to be hungry f." " In 
*' the divine and holy body of Chrift," fays 
Cyril of Alexandria, ** there are no paffions; 
** and being the property of the logos, in- 
^' habiting it, and united to it, it is per- 
" feaiy fanaificdj." ** Chrift/' fays Caf- 
fian^ '* did not feel carnal defire§." 

Anaftafius Sanaita makes a difference be- 
tween common flefti and the fle(h of Chrift, 

• Non vis impie hzrcticc, ut tranfctvitc palmas clavo 
Chriftus non dolucrit, ncque vulnus illud nullam acerbiu- 
tcm ccli compungentis intulctit. Interrogo cur pueri ig« 
no non limucrint, nee doluerint* De Trinitatc, lib. io« 

\ Vidcte artem domini qua advcrfarlum fraude circum* 
vcnit. Poft multa jejunia cfurire fe Gmulat, ut dtabolum, 
quern jcjunando jam vicerat, icerum cfuricndo folicitct. 
Scr. 37. Opera, vol. 5. p. 53. 

\ AAA* » fv Tt TV Stw My aym th x^m a^fuSi Tw!hi ti xouvd- 

Am yrTOMC ^ t3fMi&' oAi neuv>7o( >eyn iuOrw%iski ret aytajftok 
Contra Julunum, lib. 8. Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 287. 

§ Non enim tgnitos aculeos concupifcenciz carnaUs ex- 
pertua eft. Coll. 5. Opera, p. 392. 

1 and 
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and fays that, on this account, Gregory 
• Nazianzen fcrupled not to fay that the fleflx 
of Chrift was God-like *. 

Notwithftanding it was fo much a fettled 
point with the ancient Fathers, that the di- 
vine nature could not fufFer or feel pain ; 
yet during the Neftonian controverfy, it 
was cuftomary for the orthodox to hold a 
different language, and to fay that the logos 
itfelf was crucified, fufFered, and even died. 
This was in anfwer to Neftorius, who 
maintained that there were two diftinft na- 
tures in Chrift, the divine and the human^ 
and that it could only be the human na* 
ture in Chrift that fufFered, The language 
which the orthodox made ufe of in anfwer 
to him was very extraordinary, and oftea 
fhocking, Caffian fays in fo many words, 
that *^ God was crucified -f/* ** Jf any. 
'* one,'' fays Cyril of Alexandria, •** does 

* Eft enim caro et non caro — Et ideo Gregorius in 
theologia celeberrimus non veretur dicere carnem domini 
ofM^m, id eft, fimul Deum. Ih Hexemeron. Bib. Pat. App. 
p. 1407. 

t Ergo necefle eft ut Chriftum afBxum effe in cruce dc- 
neges J aut Deum affixum effe fatearis. Dc Incarnationc, 
Jib. 3. cap. 10. p. 995. 

'' not 
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'^ not confefs that the word of God fuffercd 
^' in the flefh, was crucified in the fle/h, 
'* and tafted death in the flclh, being made 
** die firft-bom from the dead, as he is the 
*• life, and the giver of life, as God, let 
*< him be anathema ^. " 

But when this writer comes to explain 
himfelf, it appears that what he faid was 
nothing better than a quibble. ^' God the 
*' word,'* he fays, •* was free from paflion ; 
^' but he appropriated to himfelf what was 
'« done to his own body -f-." «* Chrift is 
'^ palpable and impalpable, vifible and in- 
«* vifible |. We afcribe to him human 
*< properties on account of the difpenfation 
** of the flefli, and divine ones on account 
'' of his ineffable generation from the Fa- 

* Si quU non conBtetur vcrbum Dei came cfle paf- 
ftim, carne crucifixum, ct mortem cirnc guOaflc, primo 
gcnicum ex mortub faSum, quemadmodum et vita cd, et 
virificans, llcut Deus, Anathema c{K>. Epift. Opera, 

vol. a. p. 27 . 

t Turn cogita quod Deus vcrbum paffionis quidcm man- 
fcrit cxpcrs, verum !uec omnia proprio corpori fa£la llbi 
sppropriarit. Horn. Opera, vol. 2. p. 75. 

I Dicimus icaquc eundcm pa!pabilcm cum fit implpa* 
btlisy Yifibilcm cum fit invifibili). Ibid. p. 96. 

•' thcr/' 
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"ther*." He alfo fays exprefsly, "We 
** all ackjiowledge that the word of God is 
** impafliblef/' Theodorct likewife fays 
*^ becaufe the body which was afiumed is 
** called the body of the only begotten Son 
*^ of God, the fufFerings of that body are 
*' referred. to him+/* 

The dodlrine of the union between the 
divine and hunian nature of Chrift feems to 
have been carried to its greateft height by 
Damafcenus, who fays, ** theflcfh of Chrift, 
** on account of its union with the logos, 
" has a life-giving property, is endued 
'* with a knowledge of futurity, and may 
<* even be faid always to have been§/* For 

* Et huic adfcribimus tarn humana, propter difpenfatio- 
nem illius cum carne fufceptam, quam divina propter in- 
enarrabilem illius quam ex patre habet generationem, 
Horn. Opera, vol. 2. p. 97. 

+ Praeterea et impaffibile effe verbum Dei confitemur 
omnes. Epift. 28. Opera, vol. 2. p. 44. 

X Koi £7r«3>i 'sa^ ouIh fAOvoyivitg vih m ^&i (rafxa to P^Sw vpo- 
(nryopEu^ (rafix, etg eavlov ava^epzi ro tb aofAohg va^og. Epift. 
144. Opera, vol. 3. p. loig, 

§ Serva et ignbrans Chrifti caro dicitur. Verum ob 
perfonac identitatem, atque indivulfam conjun6lioneii], 
domini anima rerum futurarum cognrtione, quemadmo- 

dum 
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this he quotes Gregory Nazianzcn. " The 
'• orthodox believe the deification of the 
** flelh of Chrift, though without any change 
*• of its properties. The one brought, ^nd 
*' the other received divinity*." 

The nature of the body of Chrift was 
one part of the Apollinarian controverfy. 
Apollinarius held an opinion on this fubjeft, 
which very much refembles that of fome of 
the Gnoftics. For he faid that *' it came 
** from heaven -j-," ** that it was cter- 
•* nalj/' and that " it was confubftantial 
*« with the divinity §/' Some who were 

dum ct Tcliqub miraculif , locuplrtata eft, Orthod. Fid. lib. 
3. ctp. 21. Opera, p. 421. 

* Ut cnim incarnationem citni mutadoocm et conver- 
Concm conficcmur : ftc item cam! drificationcra fa^bm cfTe 
ccnfemus. Sic cnim Thcologu^ Grcgorius loquitur : 
Qtiorum a!rcrum dlvinitam attulit, altcrum divinitatcm 

accepit. lb: J. cap. 17. p* 413* 

f Tin( fuy yap awltn tloX/Joiffca Myta, am k » rc9 Xf^rw to atfjia 

mahmvoxnM. Kpiphanius, H. 77. p. 996. 

X Hrt cnrmF fjm vtanpct tnen to ^t^fMa tuf n A0)« SfoiW®-, oAAa 
tfSiShJ^ jiJit iucxwrloi yfytmr^oi, Fxatn u mn av^a; cvftm. Ibi'd . 
p. 999. 

m ofx^ tmtvmrm cofmm^ oasm pver9 iikb. G. Nazian- 
»co. Or. 46. Opera, p. 722. 

^ T<fi( ik t^ cu: :rkjv TO ntfMam xf*t^ '"i 9foW Xryw tk>ijavTar, 

Epiphantus. H. 77. Opera^ vol. i. p. 997. 

called 
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called Gainites, alfo held that " the body of 
*• Chrift was incorruptible*/* 

That the body of Chrift was naturally 
incorruptible was an opinion very prevalent 
among the orthodox after the council of 
Nice. Athanafius fays, that '' the body of 
** Chrift fuffered according to the liature of 
** bodies, but that it had the property of 
^* incorruptibility from the logos inhabit- 
** ing Lt+." Fulgentius fays, that " the body 
^« of Chrift had no corruption in the grave, 
*f and his foul no pain in hell/* This he 
afcribes to the body and foul being free 
from fin t. The emperor- J uftinian adopted 
this opinion fome time before his death. 
But it was afterwards generally condemned. 

♦ Confitentur Gainitae Dcum fermonem e virgine natu- 
ram humanam adfumpfiffc perfefte ac vere, fed poft unio- 
nem effe corpus incorruptibile dicunt. Leontius de Seftis, 

Bib. Pat. App. p. 1873. 

t Tiojxov IJ^ yap TO aofjux . KoOa rw Tc^ (ra/juil^ 

five Je tw^ af^apaiag mv ^(Tsv at th avrnKwrcalog aula Xrpi. Scr- 
m.o Major de fide in Monifaucon, vol. 2. p. 7- 

X Sic tamen, ut nee Chrifti caro in fepulchro corrumpe- 
retur, nee inferni doloribus anima torqueretur. Quoniain 
anima, immunis a peccato non crat fubdenda fupplicio, 
et carnem fine peccato non debuit vitiarc con uptio. Ad 
Trafimundum, lib. 3. cap. 30. p 476. 

Agebard 



A p. VII. ofCbrift. 257 

Agobard attributed even a vivifying power 
to the fle(h of Chrift ♦. 

In favour of his opinion, that the body 
of Chrifl came from heaven, Apollinarius 
urged John's faying the word was made 
fiejh\. And it is obferved by Athanafius, 
that this was a text, which ^' both the anci- 
*' ent and modern heretics took advantage 
" of 4:/' To this fcheme it was anfwered, 
that " by making the body of Chrift con- 
•' fubftantial with the logos, they made a 
*' fourth perfon in the deity, and fo com- 
*' pofcd a quaternity, and not a trinity§/* 

* Felix foil divinitati tribuit viviiicadonein, dicens do- 
minum fccundum divinicaccm Tivificantem quos vult \ ct 
noa rccorJans quod et caro vivificatoris verbt, vivificatrix 
crcdcnda eft, beato Cyrillo doceace ita. Adveifus Fell- 
cem, rc<3. 32. p. 40. 

t Quemadmodum ai^umenUDtur Appollinariibe vel 
quicunque funt alii, adverfus aoimam domini, quatn prop- 
cerca ncgant quia fcriptum legunt, vcrbum caro tiadum eft. 
S eniro ct aaima inquiunt, ibt eflet, dcbuit did, verbum 
bomo faAus eft. Auftin dc Anima, Opera, vol 7 . p. 1x59. 

I To 3« Xo70( lymb Ca^ uffi^tm^ ¥infiptmf n mJ t/ztf ctjuwv. 

Opera, vol. t . p. 296^ 

&fm mf9i rm>trfm. ikfm 3i oi99*, irw men aJk n mim rpms ti* 
i]pa(. Epiphanius. Ha^f. 77. Opera^voL i. p. io04# 

Y01..U, . S CHAP. 
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CHAPTER VUI. 

Of tbe Ufi of the Incarnation, amd the 06^ 
jt&ions that wtrt made to the DoSruie, 



largely coocormng the u/e of the dodrioo 
of the iDcarnatioa. as I have already done it 
^ what I.hawe advanced concerning the doc- 
trine of atpMment^ in my Hjfiory of the C^m. 
rupthns of Cbrljiianity. But having feleded 
a few paiTages which may throw fome far* 
ther light on the fubjedt^ from the worka 
which have lately gone through my hands» 
it may not be amifs to infcrt them in this 
place. ^ 

The great and Immediate objed of the 
dofbine of the incarnation of the logos wit 
the exaltation of the pcrfon of Chrift j but 
it was foon found to anfwer another par- 
pofe^ and this was to enable the philofi>* 
phizing chriftians to conceive how m^m 
ffaottld conc^ucr deatB, and the dtoiU which 
they iay he could not have done, without 
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the afliftaoce of divinity, * For this purpoft 
they fuppofed that the divine nature of 
ChriA was. Ob mxxtd with the, human, that 
the anions of the ooe were attributed to 
the oth^r i and they alfo conceived the hu« 
man nature of Chrift to be, as it were, 
the reprefentative of mankind in general^^ 
They were liJcewife ftrucJs with the idea of 
the fame being that made the world coming 
to reftore it. ^^ There is nothing abfurdt'* 
i^Y% AthaoafiuSy *^ in fuppofing that the Fa« 
" thcr fayed the world by the ian>c pcrign 
•' by whom he made it*." ** It was. necef*- 
*• fary>" fays Job, the monk, •* that the ma* 
'' ker of the world ihould reform and re« 
'* new his owii workmaaibipi which had 
" received injury-f*.*' 

Equal ftrefs was laid both upon the dim 
wmty and xht humanity of Ohrift, in order 
to accomplifh this end. ** God," fays 
Irenaras, <' ihall judge the Ebionitesj foe 

Ifi o oAf «{ rm raAn OSkfiOf lyy^ob* Dc Incamatiom 
Opera, roL i. p. 54* 

OM^pCiy T» {ympnyio, Phoc Bibi ftA. 1229 p. 58a. 

S 2 *• how 
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'' how can they bffe faved, unlefs it be God 
^* who works out their falv^tion lipon 
'* earth j and how can man go to God, if 
^* God do not come toman * ?'* But it was 
equally neceflary that Chrift fhbuld have 
a proper human nature, that it might be 
a man who conquered his o^n enemies. 
*' Man/' fays Athanafius, ** was corrupted 
** and deftroyed ; wherefore the logos made 
^* ufe of man as an inftrument, and con- 
^^ formed himfelf in all things +•'* ^^ The 
^^hurnan nature of Chrift/* fays Gregory 
Nyflen, ** by whidh the whole of human 
** nature was mixed with the Deity, is 
'^ taken out of all human nature, as the 
'* firft fruits of the common mafs J. '* Alfa 
Gregory Nazianzen fpeaks of Chrift * as re- 

€ig $eov> a f/ai Swj e^'^pfi^ sig av^pwrov. Lib. 4. cap. 59* 

t A}Oi y]h ysvofisyo^ av^paimq sf^sipelo xj wapam^Xuh . o9» 
iix^oi^ av^famvco taxpyHai ko^ opyam, i^ sig tsosHa eaJlov rm^U'^ 
ffz9 Ai)yo^ De Incarnatione, Opera, vdl. i . p. 98. 

X Ex 'Bsotaw; Se TWf av^pUTTivti; fuffsa; jj KoSe/JUx^ tw Sff/w, (hop 
i)map)0>} r^ Ts hoivh (pvpofialog mh Xpi^o$ di&pai7ro$ iwrfrw, ft « / 
nifpQffsfim Tij SwVi 'ssoQf % av^ptmivov* Opera, Vol. i. p. 844. 

. *' prefenting 
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** preicDting human nature, when he hung 
'^ upon the crofs, and lays, thac in this eapa- 
'• city he laid. My God^ my God^ why haft tb^u 
^^forfaken me ; not meaning that he him- 
'* felf was deferted either by the Father, or 
^* by his own divinity, but only that hu« 
^' man nature was in a de&rted and de« 
'* fpifed ftate ♦/' 

Chryfoftom, fpeaking of Chrift bidding 
his difciples to handle and feel htm» that 
they might be fatisfied that he was no 
fpiritt and of his reproof to Peter about 
his fuffering death, fays, that '< his human 
^< nature was that on which our^ ialvation 
'< chiefly depended ^ for thus death and fin 
/• are deftroyed, th« curfe aboliihed, and a 
'< thouiand bleilings introduced^ He there* 
<* fore chofe that his humanity ftiould be 
'< believed in the firft place, this being the 
'< root and foundation of innumerable good 
«^ things f ." He alfo fays, that ** when 

* Ovymf esSl9' rysoSoMXifrts n um m wcSfo^^ n trwo mg 
mA dcdWO'^-^Ev taJL h 9Wtf irtror twm t9 i^ak^ . n^mi 

fn%f^t$mm «^ cwmqum Toif n axa^ maSffftf. Or. 36* 
Opera^p. 581; 
f MdAM» 3)r tn^ MTi^ i^iMT atHi^uit TO nspco^um [tA] i^ 3i 

S 3 a^9«» 
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*^ Chrtft .was led by the fpirit 'mto the 
** wilderncfs, and xonquered thfe devil, 4t 
^* was not his divinity that did it,; for that 
f* it woidd ♦have bjecn difgraceful to the 
' •* Deity to* lay, -I have ^pnqiiered'^ .[* He 
. ftlfo.fays, vtfbat V •Chrift favfes u^vand makes 
. fMtttcrctffion, as a n^an^." 
' Theodoret makes it the itppijgeft objec- 
tion <0 (he dodtrine of E|ijyche«, that, upon 
his ichcfme, "we have no ladvafoCage froln 
** the iadamation, -nor 'any pledge of our 
'^* QwaT^Turredtion. iFor it will -not fol- 
/'low, that bccaafe Obd rofe from fthe 
*rgrave,thercforc maiywill,thediSereoce of 
•' the natures is fo* great$.** Ai^iriig Qgainft 

ttmpt^j x) KoSapa vv^Uvio^^ i^ ra jivpia eunnT^^v tig nn/ fftotrTt/Onf 

mirfifpi Ti(iu» ^m p^pmv xtmps^ owovpfAm is rtt^^ua tma^ 

flioi^ai vfiu. In John. Honir30^ Opera,- vol. 8. p,'iJ5. 

^^ti ^soln^ . ^t'Qjfi^yaf w Tt) Seom to eiTreiv Bvatma, DcSp. S. 

'vol.' 6. p.^i^; 

•f Ilwf crajfer liavlgie l^Wy nq to €vIv7XWw mt^ ou/Toiy ^ ogce^ 
m^pttiTrMa. In Heb. 7. Opera, vol. lo. p. 1846. 

X Iva 3c 7>iv-T>)£/xaw«^ m£fQo>.yaf fiala}47[6)^. exeivo arxo'jrria-afjLei^ 

•fi s3iv nfnv ^sho^ £K TYii Eyav^pcoTTnamg yeyo\if, . ^ -mf nfjulspa^ 

fOfaracreag aSsv exer/ycv sxofJLBv . «Je yap^ « ^eog eft vexpav Bynysflat^ 

fSFoeSaf x^ av^puTTpg avama-ilou , *scf,ymo>jii yap mm ^(pv&tm to Sia^ 

fopov. Haer. Fab. lib. 4.xap. 13. 0|)era, vpL 4. p. 373. 
]Ed.ttaJae. 
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the Apollioarians, he fays, that *^ if Chrifl 
^' had a logos^ inftead of a human foul^ it 
*' was God and not man that overcame in 
^' the temptation 1 and, therefore, that maa 
^* could derive no benefit from it. The 
'* devil/' he alfo fays, " would «xult, as 
^' having been overcome, not bymati, but 
•* by God, For it was a great ihing to 
*• him to 1>e conquered 1)y God *." A 
more particular account of the ufe of thfe 
incarnation, but all proceeding upon the 
£inie idea, may be ieen in Etffebius,' De 
Laudibus, Conftantini, cap. 14. p. 759. and 
in Auflin, DeCivkate Dei, lib« lo. c^.ap. 
Opera, vol. 5. p. 590. 

Orsgen's idea on «his fi^ed wa« <bme« 
vriiat peculiar, b«t*fafficiently agrfseaUe td 
\a% idodrine of the logos, as the univerfal 
igenct of the 4eity operating through all 
nature. For, be fays, '' Chrift <lied not 
*' for man only, but for dl rational crea« 
** tures, even for the Hars," which, as a 
Platonift, he fuppofcd to be animated.— 
For, fays he, *< the ibrs are not clean 
** in his fight, as we read in the book 

fm cMUftoii. Opc^^ vol* 5- p. 47* 

S4 of 
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*^ of Job*." Still, however, he retained the 
idea of the logos ferying men in the cha- 
radter of a man, and other beings in their 
peculiar charadters. For^ he fays, ^* Chrift 
** was a. man for men, arid an angel to 
*' angels,*' as he infer? from his appear- 
ances in the Old Teftamept-f'. It is evi- 
dent, hoAvever, from thi§, that Grigen 
did not coniider Juffering as nepefl^ry to 
redemption. For though, according to 
him, Chrift aflumed the form of an angel, 
he could not fuppofe that he fuffered in 
jhat form. 

Though the doi^rine of the iqcarnation 
of the logos ferved to cover, the , reproach 
of the crofs, aiid to make the religion of 
Chrift appear more refpecftable, which ho 
doubt it did with many^ it did not aiifwer 
Ithis end univerfally. For the thing itfelf 
was fo mpnftrous and abfur^, that it was 
much ridiculed by thofe who' did not em- 
J>race it. pf ^his we have many inftances, 

la^ ctveymfA&f, Comment, vol. 2. p. 39. 
Jbid. p. 32. ' . 

• almoft^ 
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almoil from the time that it was firfl flarted 
to a very late period* 

In Ju/lin's dialogue with Trypho, the 
latter fays, ** You tell me fomcthing in- 
V credible, and almod impofiible, that God 
«< could be born and become a man */* 

Celfus objeSed td the ** in^poffibility of 
•« God becoming mart -f-." ** God, O Jews, 
** and Chriilians, or the Son of God, never 
*• dcfcended, or could defcend J." " Th© 
•• conceited Greeks," iays Clemens Alex- 
andrinus^ ^ think it fabulous, that the Soa 
'^ of God fliould fpeak by man, that Qod 
*' diould have a Son. and that he fhould 
'• fuffer; and having this prejudice, they 
y arc prevented from believing §." ** You 
" faj/*' fays Ladantius, " it is impoffiblc 
^^ that any thing (hould be taken from aa 

A dt^ vwt^am ytm&mouj m) esAf^fx®^ ytn^m. p. 283. 

a^Jgn «) mfomfnim Tt aJUvibr. Origcn G>iitn Celfum, lik 
4. p. 171. 

AmcLkfiAot. Ibid. lib. 5. p« 231. 

§ MAAf rof wm^M oc immnfoi^ ta rt ai&fmn imv dty Xok 
isoy mmrt 9xp9^m Stor, ^ iii jg w w wOmi tiSov. eSv ai9b(« 
«foA«|«( n« 0Mir«i( owMni^ ounnv. Strom, lib. i. p. 313. 

^^ immortal 
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** immortal being. You fay it is im worthy 



** of God to become a man, and to load 
^* himfelf with the infirmities of the flcfli, 
'•^ fofls to fubj eft himfelf to paffions, pain, 
*• and'death*/' 

Athanafius 'ftrongly expreffes this ob}cc- 
tioln *o the incarnation of the Son i^f God. 
'*^ The Jews/' fays he, ** reproach iis^for 
'^^it, <the 'Gentiles lajjgh at it, 4)ut we 
*** adore it?(*/' ** They iirge \x%y' -he fays, 
-*« with he^hieilifli ^ind Jewifli blafphefmies, 
•* kughing at the myfteryof the miffion 
^ ef the logos, and the incarnation + /' 
^^•Soilie, thinking with heathetis and JeWs, 
V ^nbt -aAnitting that ^od ^Hras itica^nate, 
** but endeavouring to comprehend* by hu- 
'** B*ah reafoning and philofophy, thiiigs 
*< that are incomprehcttfiM:c, as how that 

* N^ant fieri potuiile, ut naturae ttnmortali quicquam 
decederet. N^gant denique Deo digaum, ut bomo fieri 
yellet, feque mfiripiitate carnis oncraret j ut paffionibus, 
ut doleri, at morti feipfe fubjicerit. Inflit. lib. 4. itSi. 2%f 
p. 424. 

'fTfoaitmfASf* De Incarnatiope, Opera, vol. i. p.. 53. 
*^^ifuetg,.sifUpef>H<rti; x?^Oai${kg ro fwrv^m tin efitrordk^ rk hayn a^ 

^ff^icrwg, Coplra TS^b^lUttOi^ Ofieea, voL x • p« 663- 

^^ which 
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<< which is incorporeal can be born, how 
^* it can proceed, and where can be that 
<* which is every where, and contains all 
'' things^ and fills all things i from this 
•« argmng about bowj and where, they go 
** into infidelity*/* 

Libanius ridiculed the chriftians for 
making a man of Paleftine a god, and the 
fon of God -j*. 

Chryfoflom alfo fays, that ^* many hea« 
'^ thens, when they hear that God was bom 
^^ in the fle(h, laugh at us, and difturb and 
•* affright the more fimple^!!'* thinking it 
unworthy of God §, 

/Of VJifoif xoyAfKoc, fjoik minyoiiH a^ yiyiAcr^i dior« oXM Ao- 

P«SkOic6a9 iuOi>^ ^>t}^a3fOt tajitfcika^ aneSitiKmlla^ «i#(yaMdpB 
TD amftah^ wts h t^ wfoom' iCmuo maHax^ aw, i^ woyls «f- 
piXtfr, i^matkx'incufm^ <«} n Tv «b»^ i^ or«(, ci< amrvea ixf>* 

vofoibv Mmkffiuvtvmf. Vtmta cflb Ghriftum, Opera, vol* i. 
p. 665. 

f E#tA% J^o-v«^inK AiCBAiA-, tTi;^cueiCw, 'rtr ttHflAmm^, 

lib. 3. cap. 23. p, 203. 
X Eni^ yaf vsoom tfJ^nwo, amoA; A 9t(^ Ax^n n ^ofv, 

fcdrwi. Sbr. 31. Operm, vol. 5. p. 4^6. 
^ AsfflTKdfv* Ibid. p. 478. 

C H A P« 
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CHAPTER IX. 

Of the Controverfy relating to the Holy Spirit^ 

T T is pretty remarkable, that, notwith- 
^ ftandiug the dcwSrin? concerning the 
perfon of Chrifl^ had been the great fubjejft 
of controverfy ever fince the promulgation 
of chriftianity, there is no mention made 
of any difference of opldion concerning the 
^Holy Spirit^ jhat attradUd any notice, tiU 
after the conimencement of the Arian con- 
troverfy, and even till after the coupcil of 
Nice. Bafil obferves, that " the dpftritje 
/*. concerning the Holy Spirit, which made 
*^ fo much noife in his time, had pot beerr 
agitated by the anpients ; apd because they 
had been all of the fame opinion about 
** it, it had not been fettled* '* Now, as 
*jn all this period, it will appear that there 
were great numbers of unitarians (they be- 

* Yjki^ Sk TO vw oacxHii^oat nsofa rav ast ri xatvolofASiv vnix^i* 

$p7ov Hixls>^if^ (xeyo) 3>i to w^i rk cfyui "ovevf/^aro^). £piA. 387 • 
Opera, vol 3. p. 382. 
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ing the majority of the unlearned chrif- 
tians among the Gentiles, bcfides the whole 
body of the JewiOi chriftians, who did not 
believe in liny divinity except that of the 
Father) and this is never objected to them 
by their adverfaries, who Jo cenfure them 
for not admitting the divinity of the Son, 
it is evident that the divinity of the Spirit 
bad not been acknowledged even by thoie 
who had been deemed orthodox. 

Even after the rife of the Arian contro* 
verfy, many perfons exprefled themfelves 
concerning the Spirit as if it had no proper 
divinity, at leafl of a perfonal nature, with- 
out cenfure/ which could not have bceo 
the cafe, if it had been the uniform doc« 
trine of the orthodox, that the Holy Spirit 
was a proper drvine ptrfon^ equal to the Son» 
or the Father. We may conclude, there- 
fore, that it was the dodrine of the di- 
viniry of the Son which prepared the way 
for that of the Holy Spirit. But to en- 
able us to jud^e from fads, I (hall produce 
paflages relating to the Holy Spirit from a 
confiderable number of chriilian writers, in 
the order of time in which they wrote. 

SEC 
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r 
' ' ' ' • b 

Qj^niom concerning the Hpfy Spirit Befofe tbc^ 

Council, of NSce^ 

^T^ li E fentiments of the Gnoftics, with; 
refpect to the Holy Spirit, were never,, 
that we find, much complained of. But 
indeed, we do not know very diftindly 
what they were, except that, from their 
general fyftem^ it ma^ be concluded, that if 
they fiippofed him to be a perfon' at all,' 
he ipuft have been One of their ^ons^ de- 
rived, mediately, or immediately, from the 
Supreme Being ; and this agrees with Atha- 
nafius's faying, that ^ Valentinus thought 
** the Holy Spirit to be of the fame rank 
«* with the angels *." ^ " 

4 t 

• I 

P- ^8i: 

We 
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We can have no. dependence^ as I have 
fhewo^ opon any arguments from the wiitru 
ing$ of the apoftolical Fathers, except thab 
of Clemen t» who nukes no particular men- 
tion of the Holy Spirit. In the bookr 
afcribed to Hermas, be is made to fay^ 
*^ do not offend the Holy Spirit, loft h» 
** intreat God, and dcpartr from thee*/* 
According to this, the Holy Spirit mud 
have been thought to be a creatur<^ de- 
pendent upon God. 

Ignatius, if his epiiUe to the Ephefiana^ 
be genuine, considered the Holy Spirit aa. 
& powfT^ rather than as a ptrfon. For h& 
(kys, aukwardly enough,, '^ We are raifed up« 
wards by the 4nachine Jcfus Chrift, whick 
" is his croifi, uiiog the Holy Spirit as a. 
•' ropef/' 

Juftin Martyr^ to whom we are indebted 
for the firft rudimeota of the dodrinc oir 
tbe divinity of Chrifk, fays but little con*^ 
cerning the Holy Spirit; and from that 

* Noli oflTendere rpiritim TanAum, qui in te, habitat ne 
roget domi: um, ct reccdat a te. Mand. lo. fed. 3. p. 97. 

little 
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little, it is not eafy to conclude what his 
real opinion was. But it is probable that 
he cohfidered the Spirit as a created being, 
fince he reprefents him as inferior to Chrift. 
" But him, and the Son who comes from 
<^ him, and teaches us thefe things, arid the 
*« hofts of good angels which follow them, 
" and agree with them" (meaning perhaps, 
other valuable truths of an important na- 
ture) *' and the prophetic fpirit, we reve- 
«' rence and adore, honouring them in word 
^' and deed */' Speaking of Chrift as^** the 
«« Son of the true God, and to be honoured 
«* in the fecond place,*' he fays, *^ we ho- 
«^ nour the prophetic fpirit in the third 
«* place, after the logos +/' 

Irenajus feems to have confidered the 
Holy Spirit as a divine influence^ and no 
proper perfon. ** By the name of Chrift," 
he fays, " we are given to underftand one 
«* who anoints, one who is* anointed, and 

T£ wfCHpTjlMioy £v TfiTn Toiei oli if.i% xo7« Ti/Atf/*6v. Ibid. ?• 19- 

the 
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«* the undion with which he is anointed, 
" It is the Father who anoints,^ but the 
•• Son is anointed, in the Spirit, which is 
** the undtion ; as the word fays by Ifaiah, 
" The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, be- 
^' caufe he has anointed me ; fignifying 
•* the Father anointing, the Son who is 
'' anointed, and the undion, which is the 
•* Spirit •/• 

Again, fpeaking of the fleece of Gideon 
which continued dry, he fays, ** it is a 
'* type of the people, who would afterwards 
" be dry, not having the Holy Spirit from 
'' God, as Ifaiah fays, and I will order the* 
<« clouds that they (hall not rain upon thee, 
<* but in all the earth there {hall be dew, 
•• which is the Spirit of God, which de- 
** fcended upon our Lord ; the fpirit of 
^' wifdom and underftandingt the fpirit of 

• In Chrifti enim nomine fubaoditur qui unxit, et 
ipfc qui undos eft, el in ipfa unfiio in qua un£hu eft. £t 
toudc quidem pater^ undus eft vero filius, in fpiritUi qui 
tft ooAio I quemadmodem per Elaiam ait fcnno : fpirinis 
Dei fuper me, propur quod unxit me; fignifigms et un- 
gentem patrem, et unfbim fiUum, et undionem, qui eft 
(jpiritits. Lib. 3. cap. 20< p* 246, 

Vol. II. T ^* coonfcl 
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<< cduhfcl and might; the fpirit of know- 
^ ledge and piety, the fpirit of the fear of 
** God, which he would again give to the 
•* church, fendiog the Paraclete from hea* 
** ven upon all the earth *." 

Theophilus gives us no idea of a perfon, 
much Icfs a divine one, when he fpeaks of 
the ** fpirit that moved upon the face of the 
*' water, as fome thing imparted to the crea- 
*^ tion to vivify it, as the foul does the 
•* body, the %irit being fomQthing atte- 
*^ nuated, imparted to the water, which is 
^^ thin and fluid alfo, that the fpirit may 
** nourifti the water, and the water added 
*' to the fpirit inay nouriih all creation^ 
*? prevading it^f-*'* 

* Quod crat tvpus populi, ariditatem futnram prophe- 
tatfs; hoc eft, non jam liabitaturos ebs a Deo fpiritum 
fandhim, ficot Efaias ait : et nubibus mandabo ne pluant 
fuper cam ; in omni autem terra fieri ros, quod eft fpi- 
Aus Dei, qui defcendit in dominumj fpirittis C^picntiaB -et 
ifRelle^us, f{Hritus confilii, et virtutis, fpiritus fcientiae et 
^{^tatts, fpidtus tiitioris Dei : quern ipTum iterum dedit 
ecckfiae^ in omnem terram mittens de codis pajradetum. 
'Lib. 3. 'cap. 20. p. 244. 

2 
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Athcaagoras confidercd the Holy Spirit 
as an efflux from the Deity, flowing out 
and drawn into him again at pleafure, as a 
beam from the fun ^. This was that kind 
of exiilence that Juftin Martyr fays fome 
perfons afcrlbed to the divinity of the Son^ 
and which conftituted, as I (hall (how here- 
kfter, what may be called the philofophical 
unitarianifm of that age. 

Tcrtullian feems to have thought that 
the Holy Spirit was derived from Chrill, in 
the lame manner as Chrifl was derived 
from God, that is by a kind oi prolaiion. 
" The Spirit/' fays he, •* is the third from 
'* the Father, and the Son ; as the fruit is 
*' the thicd fr^m the root, and the branch ; 
*'as the rividet is the third from the 
'' fovi\tain and the river, and the apex the 
'^ third from the fun and its beam. For 

m^mmf. r^yaf w» h»m Xtvlpy ^ rv i^i>^ Xf^T^r, tnrm; to f4a wry- 
a^ftoir^pDSd^X^'* Lib. 2« p*98. 

iA«« Apol. p. 8 !• ai8. 

T 2 f • none 
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'* hone of thcfe arc feparated from their 
^* fources, from which they derive their 
" properties. So the Trinity running, by 
*' connedlcd degrees, from the Father, is no 
^' hindrance to a monarchy, and yet a pro- 
*> tedion to the oeconomy*.'* 

In another pafTage, he feems to confound 
the Spirit with the logos, fuppofing the fpirit 
of God by which the Virgin Mary was over- 
(hadowed to have been the word. ** By not 
*^ calling him God diredly,'* he fays, *' he 
^' means a portion of the whole, which will 
'* obtain the name of the Son. This Spirit 
** of God is the fame as the word ;> as 
** John fays. The word was made jlejh. We 

^^ alfo undcrftand the Spirit when the word 

•' * \, 

** is mentioned; for the Spirit is the fub- 
*^ ftance of the word, and the word is the 

* Tertius enim eft fpiritus a Deo ct filio, ficut tertius 
a radice fruAus ex frutice ; et tertius a fonte, rivus ex 
flumine ^ et tertius a fole, apex ex radio. Nihil tamen a 
matrice alietiatur, a qua proprietates fuas ducit. Ita trini- 
tasper confertos et connexos gradus a paire djecurrens et 
monarchiae nihil obftrepit^'et oeconomiaf ftatum protegiv 
Adv. Praxeam, feil. 8. p. 504^ 

4 ** operation 
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** operation of the Spirit, and they two are 
*^ one^." Eufebius fays that A^y^ and vmyna 
the worJf and the Spirit^ mean the fame 
thing with rcfpeA to God -f. 

It was fuppofed by the ancients, that the 
Spirit appeared in the proper form of a 
dove at our Saviour's baptifm, and confe« 
qaently it was a queftion to be determined 
what became of the body of this dove. 
TertuUian intimates, that '< as' it was made 
'' out of nothings it might be refolved into 
*' nothing, like the bodies of angels |, 

Hippolytus perhaps confidered the Spirit 
as a perfon; but it is not quite certain. 
•* Why," iays he, *' fhould any one fay that 

* Tamen non dtre£lo detim noininans« portionem totius 
intcDigi voluit, qim cefliiraerat in filii nomen. Hie fpiritus 
Del idem crit fcroio. Sicot eoim Joanne dicente, fermo 
oaro faAus eft ; fpiritum quoque intelligimus in mentione 
fennonif: ita et hie fennooem quoque agnoTcimus in no- 
mine (ptritus. Nam et fpiritus eA Aibftantia fermonis, et 
/enno opcratb fpiritus, et duo umim funt Ad Praxcam, 

feA. 26. p* 515. 
f In Pf. Montfiiueon, vol. i • 

X Sed quseris corpus columbse ubi fit, refumpto Tpiriui 

in coelum ; aeque et angelorum ; eadem ratione intercq>- 

tora eft, qua et editum fuerat ; fi vidiflb cum de nihilo 

prolercbatur, fctflei, eum in nihilam fubducebatuf. Dc 

Came Chriftii fcA. 3. p. 309. 

T 3 '* wc 
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*' we teach two Gods. I do not fa) 
" arc two 'Gods, but one, and tw< 
" funs, alfo the third CBConomy, thf 
*^ of the Holy Spirit. For the 
•^ is one, but two pcrfons ; becauii 
** is a Son, and the third is the 
'' Spirit*." •* This is the Spiri 
** moved upon the face of the wal 
which ; he world is moved, by whi 
creation confiils, arid all things j 

" lifcf." 

Origen confidered il as doubtful, 
ther, iince all things are made by 
the Holy Spirit was not made b) 
And after difcufling the queftion a 
he fays, " we who maintain three hyp 
^* the Father, Son, and Spirit, and 
^* that the Father only is unbegottcn 
•* it more agreeable to piety and tri 
•* maintain fhat the Holy Spirit is { 

* T< «v frmiiv ca ri; iuo >£ym 9tv.; ; 3t/o fKv su epa 
71 evay 's^poo'VTra os Ji/o, ouiovofiiaaf Jg r^ihiVj tw %af » tk . 
fAoh^. Ilair.f iwf yof ti;^ vpo&wra 3e 3i/o, oil ;t viog^ 
70 aym w/evfjut. Ad Noctuin, fcft. 14. Opera, vol 

f Tit% h sriv TO wnvfjiaj to cxtt apx,Vi e^i^spofAsvov 
vialm . il h HoafAo; Kimlai^ ii a xlia-tg traSai ^ Ta trvfjLVi 

vtSoi. Horn* in Thcophaniam, Opera, p. 264; 
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*' to all things that were made by Chrid ; 
** and that the only reafon why he is not 
*' called a fan of God» is that the only be- 
** gotten Son had obtained that title, which 
^* the Holy Spirit wanted, being fobfer- 
^' vient to his nature, not only with refpeA 
** to his bHngy but to his being wife and 
^' rational, and righteous, and every thing 
'* elfe that he is under ftood to be. But I 
*^ think that the Holy Spirit, if I may fo 
^' fpeak, furniihcs the nuiterials of all the 
^* gifts of God, which are diftributed by 
^••Chrift. We acknowledge, however, that 
^^ there is room to doubt of this ; fince 
^' whatever is made is faid to have been 
^* made by Chrift, and that, in fi>mc places, 
^ die Holy Spirit feems to have been con- , 
^* fidered as fuperior to Chrift ; cfpccially as, 
*« in Ifaiah, Chrift himfclf confeffcs that he 
<< was &nt by the Holy Spirit, as well as 
« by the Father," If. xlviii. i6. '* and like- 
«* wife that blafphemy againft the Holy 
^* Spirit is more dangerous than blafphemy 
« againft the Son^*" 

T* A dmodbc 
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Afterwards he makes a diftinftion be- 
tween thofe things which God made in 
^ffdom^ and thofe made bj wifdomy i. e. by 
the Son*, as if the Spirit hajj been made by 
God without the inftrumentality of Chrift* 
The following paflage is not more determi- 
nate. ^* For the Saviour made both one, and 
" he being the firft fruits of thofe things that 

Tsoya^ytvofjiemv^ ro aytov tjvev/juz 'safluv stvau n/juale^w^ i^ Tola 

n aSux T» ptq ^ auh vm xi^f^^i^ '^ ^^ f^^ '^ /Aovoyavf fvoM 
vts Ofx^i^ ^rvyxoevovhi^ a xfuCefv boms to aym 'sveufjuxy iiaitoml(Sh 
oik m vTroraati^ s fjuvov ei^ to avai^ a^^ jy ffofav bsvou j^ T^ymov^ 
^ Smco^ov, *)^ «av dliTTohsv pcfn avlo vobw rvyxflivtiv^ xaOa fisloxnp tuv 
Vfosip^/jt&fw fifuv xp^STi i^ivoim * oifjtou Ss to aryiiv w^evfAtz mv, <v* 
s/b^ Bi^ru^ i/km rm a^ro ^x^^l^^v *sra^BXBiV toig % auio i^ tuv 
fiBhxnv^M/ki xpi/JuSitntrtv Ayw*?, t»ij Bi^iavni v>^ tojv xafwjua/wy, 
tysfynftm'S I0v oifno ts ^£8, Sfoxovz^iia^ ^i^ jmq th xg^m iffBraxnK 
is xala TO aym mvsviia. — ^E;c^i Sk s^awopucriv iia rs to, «ay^ Si 
ot/ltt sysvih, i^ aMAztSsiv to isvBtitutytmlov ov, %a T8 ^078 ycToveiw, 
«rA); oiovEt 'a^ifMtrm ts Xf 'rs £V tio"! yga^aus^ ev /jt/sif ret Htrcua OfjLO- 
hoFpsSi^, X^r«, TSK^ mo Tn mropfo^ amsrooQau /wow, ca>Xxj^ imo t» 
ayiJf vnufAcSo^^ ffiffi yof )^ vw «/f<of avsrsiXs f^s 3^ to nsvsufAc^ • 
^%r . «v J/E T» «i«ry£>u« nt^fo-iy /*€y swaryBTO^fieva svi rn^ st^ avhf 

OfJia^iai^ OTTOfawofABw & wfp ti;^ «f to ayioy WfSVfAa ^ff?\aaftr 
Ijua^. Comment, vol. 2. p. 57.* ' 

* Tlayla yap ftrriv, ey ^o^ta STroirffOf, « 3l« t»j^ ^of ioj rarplncraf t 
JWd. p.49, 

f^arg 
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•• the Son ♦." • The defcription of th? 
Spirit, as iflfuing from the fubftance of the 
Father, from this time very much refem- 
blcd the former accounts of the generation 
of the Son from the Father. Thus Cyril 
of Alexandria fays, " The Holy Spirit is 
the Spirit of the unbegotten God, and 
comes forth from him, has pcrfonality 
•• and life, and always exifls, being from 
•* that which exlfts f.** 

At this time the formerly innocent doc« 
trine of the Spirit having been created by 
the Son, or of his being inferior to him, 
was fevercly reprobated. Auftin fays, ** he 
•• remembered to have read in fomc work 
*' of Eufebius, that the Spirit did not un^ 
•' derftand the myftcry of our Saviour's 
^' nativity, and he wondered that a man 

'jr^fi^^ «if I T«F vit. De Spirittt Sando, Open, vol. 6. 
p. S19. 

mtrt ^Mor, %9irw9ar§f ti, «<i C#r, mi au 9 , dxi tit 
«rt9- ftfi. Contra Juliaiam, lib. 8. Juliani Opera, voL f. 
p. a7j. 

Vol. 11. U ''of 
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•* Paraclete ; for he would not receive of 
" Chrift, if he was not lefs than he *." 

We drc not able to trace with certainty 
the opinion of Cyprian on this fubjed. 
But, as he fays that it was Chrift who 
fpake by the prophets +, he feems to have 
had no diftind office for the Spirit, and, 
therefore, probably thought that Chrift 
hinifelf was tha: Spirit. 

it is enumerated among the faults of 
Laftantius, that '* he makes no mention 
** of the Hoiy Spirit, ^nd that, in his 
•*'epiftles to Demetiianus, as Jerom fays, 
•* he denied the perfonality of the Spirit; 
•* and according to a Jewifh error, con^ 
•' founded him either with the Father or 
'* theSonJ-" 

* Major ergo jam Paracleto Chriftus eft: quonlam 
ncc Paraclctus aChriUo acciperet, niO jninor Clirifio efict; 
Cap. i6. p. 56. 

t Scd qiianto majora funfqnx filius loquitur, quae Dei 
fermo, qui in prophctis fuit, propria voce tedatur. Pe 
Oratione Dominica, Opera, p. 139. 

X Navi LaHantii et errores — Quod fpiritum fandum 
ne quidcm nominet : imo quod in epiftolis ad Dcmetria- 
nuni, autore Hieronymo, fpiritus fandi fubftantiam ne- 

gavit; . 



Chap. IX. to tie Holy Spirit. 291 

felves of it* For the tbirJ principle of 
Plato was nothing belonging to the Deity, 
but either the world, or the foul of the 
world. •* Plato's third principle/' fays 
Eufebius, «* is the foul of the world ♦•" 
And as the world, and the foul of the 
world, were fometimes confidered as dif« 
fcrent principles, the Platonic principles 
are fometimes faid to he four. Juftin Mar- 
tyr fays, that ** Plato fometimes faid there 
^* were four principles, making the foul of 
*' the univerfe the fourth, and fometimes 
^^ he held matter to be created, and again 
•* to be uncreated ^.'* Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, after mentioning Plato's three prin- 
ciples, " God, idea, and matter," fays» 
'' there is a fourth, which he calls the foul 
"of the world |/' 

ion. Prcparatio, lib. il. cap. 19. p. 541* 

S^ TV uhm ctforiht Wfokfov sipm^^ vrtf09 ytmhy aJhm txKu Aiyn* 
Ad Grxcos, p. 8. 

^ Tff<( 3^ VflXy p rUa]wy roi rwt t^an a^xfli f**^ ^tyw, Sfov 
ti mam »Xiir, Jtoi ci3:<, vfooiT^r/ci *ax ri\a^^ f*y 3ri auo o^sc ^^'J^QV 
'o« Con. Jul. lib. a. Juliini Opera, vol. 2. p. 48. 

U 2 Still, 
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^* was nothing made */* He alfo fpeaks 
of the Holy Spirit as *• holding the third 
^' place^ as receiving from the logos, and 
** imparting valuable gifts to inferior be* 
** ings, juft as the logos receives every 
^^ thing from the Supreme Being +/' 

Even Hilary, who wrote fo largely con- 
lierning the divinity of the Son, feems not 
to have had the fame perfua0on concern- 
ing that of the Holy Spirit ; but, in the 
little that he fays on the fubjeft, feems 
rather to hvft confidered the Spirit as a 
divine influence. He reprefents our Sa- 
viour commanding the apoftles to baptize 
in the name of the Father, the Son^ and 
the Holy Spirit, as fignifying " a confeflion 
*^ of the Father, of the only begotten, and 

iK Ttf littlfoi oyLQ^ttf ru Via %tu <t\j\o rnf yiVi^if it\viptf, fp 

«tt7tf iy^vijof Kcu x^^^f ^^^ ^y%vil9 j^/e fr. Ec Thcot. 
lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 175^ 
t AM* *Tis% /xgF, Tfijtip tin^^v rnv jA^iVy toif vwoCtCih 

KtU aflt^^aixfttHi '»Ap ^gpK Ttf, U ^Tfltp* ^€» A03^¥, Ttr /g KOI 

Avulifu Koi KfiClrovcu ov fn J'ivlifivur iptifJL^v rwf av»IaI» 
KiUAyim% ipvsiMi ^%^ n ^AiAfiAir$Mvi. Prcptratio, lib, 
7. cap. 15. p. 325. ' 

« of 
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The refemblance between the chriftian 
and the Platonic trinity is very imperfed, 
as it fails entirely in both the eflential cir- 
cumftances. For it was never imagined that 
the three component members of the Pla-- 
tonic trinity were either equal to each 
other, or ftridly fpeaking one. But then, 
neither had this been the language of thofe 
who introduced the dodrine of the trinity, 
lor they went little farther than the pro« 
per principles of Plato, without pretending 
either to make a perfe(5t equality ^ or a per- 
fc& unity of the three peribns 1 and there* 
fore, they did not maintain that this doc- 
trine was fo very mffierioui and unintelligible 
as it was afterwards reprefented to be. 

Notwithftanding the dodrine of the tri- 
nity feemed to be completed by means of 
the divinity and perfonality of the Spirit, 
and in fome refpeds it feemed better guard- 
ed againft attacks, there were iHll fome 
aukward circumftances attending it. The 
Spirit being a divine perfon as well as the 
Son, and yet, like the Son, not abfolutcly 
underived, there was fome difficulty in fet- 
tling the mode of his derivation. The 

U 3 term 
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divinity was denied by Macedonius. He 
informs us, that he was' in the defarts of 
Egypt when he heard of that herefy, and 
that he wrote from thence jto prevent the 
fpread of it *. He had fo much influence 
in Egypt, that a fynod was immediately 
called there, which he attended, and where 

i 

the Holy Spirit was for the firft time de- 
creed to be confubftantial with the Father 
and the Son +. 

Not long after this, the divinity of the 
. Holy Spirit was more folemnly determined 
at a council held in Conftantinople, and 
from that time it was deemed equally he- 
retical to deny the divinity of the Spirit, 

^ - - 

as that of the Son, The dodtrine of the 
trinity now began to aflume a proper form 

Tfiv KrytdV i-JTii^u^ixi ' /r ohiyfifv j^p^-if-s*^, ^t^wwAa x>f 

J^a(rnf tTi /e rotf a^tfvf iiffifJi^voU cvfyiv^^Km. Ad Se- 
ra pkMi, Opera, vol. i. p. zoj. 

hh^^Avi'^UAVt AfAdi A^AVAfft0 KCU Evffi6i&, T<t J^^cyiliVA 
«y "SitAtA KfATVftS^tV • OfAOVO'lOV Ti T«» mAT^l K(U 7« C//fi» 70 
AyMf *ffViV(JUL OflpAo^tfJtfF, KM TfloJ^A ^^fi-AffAl^m SpaOOfteH. 

lib. 5. cap. 12. p. 198. 

and 
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and confiftence, one part of the . fcheme 
coming in aid of the other j and there were 
diftind treatifes to prove the divinity of 
the Spirit^ which had never been the fab** 
jed of difcafiion before. Then was the 
do^ine of the perfedl equality of the Spi« 
rit^ and the Son, as well as that of the Son 
and the Father^ fully eftablifhed; fo that 
anK>ng others, Epiphanius afTerts that. 
Whatever is iaid of the Son is alfo laid of 
the Spirit, as that they are ho\h fent, they 
both JPeak^ they both fanSiJy^ they both 
heal^ they both baptize, ice. and we are 
pijlified by them both, &c« &c« 8cc. ^ 

Still the forms of public worihip wem 
unfavourable to the new dodrine, for it 
iiad from time immemorial been the cuf- 
torn to give glory to the Father only ; but 
about this time, it is (aid, that ^* Flavianus 
^ of Antioch, having aflembled a number of 
^ monks, fidl (houted out. Glory to the Fa-- 
** tber, to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit^ but 
^^ that before him, fome had iaid glory to 
^ the Father through the Son, in the Holy 
^ Spirit, which was the moft cuftomary 

^ Ancoratus, fe£t 68. Opera, vol a. p. 71. 73. 

•• form i 
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" form ; and others. Glory to the Father 
*^ in the Son, and the Holy Spirit «.'• 

But the new do6lrine foon bore down 
the old forms, efpecially by the influence 
of Bafil, and the two Gregories, his cotem-- 
poraries, who exerted thcmfelves as flre^ 
nuoufly in this buiinefs as Athanafius had 
ever done with refpedk to the divinity of 
the Son. Bafil even maintained, that ^' to 
•' deny the divinity of the Holy Spirit, is 
** to be guilty of blafphemy againft the 
•* Holy Spirit •{••'* In former times wc 
have feen that many perfons were deemed 
orthodox who only held the divinity of the 
Soji ; but Chryfoftom fays, ** it cannot be 
•* that he who halts with refpedl to the 
•* Spirit, can walk upright with refpeft to 

* On ^Wi TOF ctFrio;^€itf^ pKttCiApof, vKnBof fAovAyjif 

^rVVdyiS^AVTA, OrpVToy AVACoVia'Alt J^O^A 9A7fl KeU !//« kaX 

aym ^vfiv[JLA7i • rm yAf mfo awTtf, r^^ ftir, JVjet «-*TfJ fl 
vu %9 Aym TKev/w«T/, Kiy\n • ilai TAvrnv fc«>Aor Twr «- 

9«frif0'ir tTI'TTOKA^UV* TK^ cAtf, J^O^A n^AT^l iV Vi§i KAi AyiU 

mvivy.ATU Philoftorgiusy lib. 3. fed. iS-T* 496. 

fi^oficei mi'Toi^tiic^f ori lAtTAfxiKncu trot von rm A^n 

TceUTH^ ffopiASt KrTtfffJLA K^yofTl T3 Vktl/fJLA TO AyiOP • y ^oC« 

r^v Affvy^afnTor tf/yipTictr ; n n troTt onl /i/^o-sCerffor 
7¥7» J'vvAff^At 3A«a'^»ftgir. Horn. 27. Opera, vol. i.p, 525. 

** the 



€C 



Chap. IX, to the Holy Spirit. 289 

•• the Son ♦." • The dcfcription of tht 
Spirit, as iffuing from the fubftance of the 
Father, from this time very much refem- 
blcd the former accounts of the generation 
of the Son from the Father. Thus Cyril 
of Alexandria fays, '* The Holy Spirit is 
the Spirit of the unbegotten God, and 
comes forth from him, has pcrfonality 
•• and life, and always exiAs, being from 
•« that which exlfts f /* 

At this time the formerly innocent doc- 
trine of the Spirit having been created by 
the Son, or of his being inferior to him, 
was feverely reprobated. Auftin fays, ** he 
*• remembered to have read in fome work 
*^ of Eufebius, that the Spirit did not un«> 
" dcrftand the myftery of our Saviour's 
^^ nativity, and he wondered that a man 

T»/«#*i mifi 7«r vi9t. De Spuitu Stodo, Opera, toK 6. 
p. 219. 
t IC4U>4f trir ttyvfwiM «nv|A«dt«, i/ior aurt, km ff 

m^- tn. ContnjHlimiam, lib. 8. Jnliani Open, voL t. 
VOL.IL U ''of 
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** of his learning fhould fix fuch a blot oa 
'^ the Holy Spirit*." 

Auflin had been led into the belief of 

the divinity of Chrift by the principles of 

Plato, as he exprefsly acknowledged 5 but 

he owns that Platonifm was not very fa^ 

vourable to the dodtrine of the divinity of 

the Spirit. He fays, ** that he found two 

** principles in Plato, God the Father and 

'* the Son, or the divine mind 5 but he 

*^ found nothing concerning the Holy Spi- 

** rit, and what the Platpnifts faid of the 

** third principle he did not underftand-f-." 

- Indeed, here it is that Platonifm entirely 

fails thofe who wifli fo much to avail them- 

• Memini me in quodum libello Eufebii quondam 
cgregii in reliquis viri, legifle, quia nee fpiritus fanftus fciat 
myilerium nativitatis don^ini noftri Jefu Chrifti,et ad- 
mirer tantae dotSrinae vlrum banc maculam fpiritu fanfto 
inflixifle. Queftiones Mixtse. Opera, vol. 4. p. 865. 

+ Quae autem dicat effe principia tanquam Platonicus, 
novimus. Dicit enim Deum patrem et Deum filium, 
quern Grsece appellat paternum intelle<3um, vel paternam 
inentem: de fpiritu autem fanfto, aut nihil, aut non 
aperte aliquid dicit : quamvis quern alium dicat horam 
medium, non intelligo. De Civitate Dei^ lib. 10. cap. 
23. Opera, vol 5. p. 57 ;• 

felves 
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felves of it. For the third principle of 
Plato was nothing belonging to the Deity, 
but either the world, or the foul of the 
world. •* Plato's third principle/* fays 
EufebiuSy *' is the foul of the world ♦•'* 
And as the world, and the foul of the 
world, were fomctimes confidcred as dif- 
ferent principles, the Platonic principles 
arc fometimes faid to he four. Juftin Mar- 
tyr fays, that •• Plato fometimes faid there 
'* were four principles, making the foul of 
^^ the univerfe the fourth, and fometimes 
^' he held matter to be created, and again 
•' to be uncreated -f." Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, after mentioning Plato's three prin- 
ciples, " God, idea, and matter," fays, 
'' there is a fourth, which he calls the foul 
*• of the world $." 

■ 

tarn. Prcparatio, lib. 1 1* cap. 19. p. 54 1- 

f nc!i )^ Twvufa; * wpr i ^wyi yof li tv KodoXv ^v^y^ . «} ov* 
di( TV UKm arftmim Wfokfaif upmiHt vnfot yttrfiry aJtm U9ou >rru* 
Ad Gtxcos^ p. 8. 

) Tf€t^ dk «ji>av Hxaikn roi rut oAmt Ofxfl^ o^^ ^Tv^^ S<Cf 
Ti turn vXmt, Moi i*i:if VfoctTsryu not rtlifV, rv Sn un oXs ^JX^v 
mia(tt0 Con. Jul. lib. 2. Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 4S. 

U 2 Still, 
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Still, however, the orthodox chriftians 
were, very defirous of making out fome* 
thing of a trinity in the dpdtrine of Plato ; 
and Juftin Martyr and others imagined 
they faw it fo clearly, that they were con- 
fident it muft have been derived from the 
fcriptures. Thus Clemens Alexandrinus 
imagined, from his conftrudion of the 
language of Plato, that he had a knowledge 
of the trinity, and that he learned it from! 
Mofes, alledging the two paffages that have 
been already quoted from Plato, viz. that 
concerning the oath in the epiftle to Eraf- 
tus, &c. and that concerning the king of 
all, in the epiftle to Dionyfius, which may 
be feen in vol. i. p. 334. 350*. But this 
has been fhewn to be a thing very differ- 
ent from the chriftian trinity, 

Hov iTTiroO^ri ^aivtlai 'ZJeile^a t^ t/iov, tifi oiS* (hreag^ ac rav j^pcuxap 
y^a^m Sfipouvuv — £lre x; mca si'TVy 'sregL top nsaHuv ^affO^Ui 
masHa tTiy Katutva ivmev ra iravla ' UMteiva auliov aTraflw Mlhm * 
hijlB^ov Se, Vifi ra hule^a * x) rp/7ov, 'msgi ra r^Oa * hm cOO^ syvy$ 
B^axHCii n mif ayiav r^iaSiai /Jtm/ia^ou * r^ilov fAtv yof Etyof , to ayw 
rssyeuixa * rav utop Ss, hule^ov^ il u vavia iysvelo KoDa fis^aifiv ruvcSfo^n 
Strom, lib, 5. p. 598; 

I The 
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The refcmblance between the chriftian 
and the PlatoDic trinity is very imperfed, 
as it fails entirely in both the efTential cir- 
cmmftances. For it was never imagined that 
the three component members of the Pla- 
tonic trinity were either equsl to each 
other^ or ftridly fpeaking one. But then, 
neither had this been the language of thofe 
who introduced the dodrine of the trinity, 
for they went little farther than the pro* 
per principles of Plato^ without pretending 
either to make a pcrfe(A equality, or a per- 
£c& unity of the three peribns ; and there- 
fore, they did not maintain that this doc-- 
trine was fo very tj^erious and tLnintelliptle 
as it was afterwards reprefented to be. 

Notwithftanding the dodrine of the tri- 
nity feemed to be completed by means of 
the divinity and perfonality of the Spirit, 
and in fome refpeifts it feemed better guard- 
ed againft attacks, there were ftill fome 
aukward circumftances attending it. The 
Spirit being a divine perfon as well as the 
Son, and yet, like the Son, not abfolutely 
underived, there was fome difficulty in fet- 
tling the mode of his derivation. The 

U 3 term 
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term generation had been already appro- 
priated to the Son, and it had alfo been 
fettled that there could be only one Jon 
produced in that manner, Chrift being de^ 
nominated the only begotten Son of God. For- 
tunately the Spirit was faid to proceed from 
the Father, or the Son, or from both ; and 
though, in the fcriptures, this meant no-., 
thing more than his hcmgfent by the Fa^ 
ther, or the Son j and this being fent was 
only a figurative expreffion, denoting the 
imparting thofe powers which came from 
God, this term proceeding was immediately 
laid hold of, as exprefling the manner of the 
emiffion of the Spirit from the fountain of 
deity, and was deemed to be different from 
generation. But then there was gr^t diffi- 
culty in determining in what that difference 
conlifted. ^' The nativity of the Son," 
fays Auftin, " differs from the proceffion 
*' of the Spirit, otherwife they would be 
♦^ brothers*/' 

♦ Sic enim videbis quid diflet nativitas verbi Dei a pro- 
ceffione doni Dei, propter quod filius unigenitus non de 
patrc genitum> alioquin frater ejus effet, fed procedere dixit 
fpiritum fanftum. De Trinitate, lib. i^. cap. 27, Oper^, 
vol 3. p. 476. 

But 
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But notwithdanding all the ingenuity of 
the orthodox, nothing more than a mere 
verbal didindtion could ever be made be- 
tween a myftcrious generation and an equally 
myfterious procejpon. *' What is the dif- 
•* ference/' fays the Macedonian, in the 
dialogue on this fubjedt, afcribed to Atha- 
nafius, •* between generated and proceeding^ 
The orthodox difputant anfwcrs ** Do not 

« 

* inquire into this difference, for it is in- 

* comprchenfiblc. Attend to what is com- 

* mandcd you, and inquire no farther. You 
' are commanded to believe that the Son 

* 

* is begotten, and that the Spirit proceeded. 
' All other things, as the heaven, the 
< earth, the fea, and things rational, aiyl 
' irrational, are creatures*." 

It was generally thought, however, that 
there was fomething more intelligible in the 

• Kfli TK n Jia^ofa tut -pmffw; u^ TUf arvofiMrctf;; OP©. 
^y$\a^tofoa ^ mtfOfyaCtt • » rof wflaXirrh, oXX a wfoniam 
#th Tfloaa iaw, j^ vifoAftf -mW m» tiAMft. Tlfonlam it <nt 
to 9trtytt9^ A MPS Yfmibb >$ to mmfM tKXc^wSm. Ta 3e 
oXXa maHoy «foo(, n ^eOafftra^ j^rmtv athf >orr*x x) a»eya, 
AriuOa n^j nj iibkv obSU tv dn A^Mou Opera, vol. %. 
9.276. 

U 4 dodlrinc 
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<iodlrine of generation than in that of pro^ 
cejjion. For Bafil fays, •* The Son is prap 
<* duced from the Father by generational 
** but the Spirit in an ineffable manner*." 
' There is an air of ftill greater modefty in 
what Gr. Nazianzen fays on the fubjeft, 
'* It is peculiar," fays he, *^ to the Father 
*' to be unbegotten, to the Son to be be- 
*^ gotten, and to the Holy Spirit to pro- 
** ceed* If you inquire the martner why^ 
** fhould you not leave it to themfelves, 
** who have declared that they only know 
'* each other, and to thofe of us who may 
** be illuminated about it hereafter -|*/' 

Auftin fays that the Holy Spirit, being 
the Spirit of both the Father and the Son, pro- 
ceeds from them both ; and this he makes 
to be the difference between the generation 
of the Son, and the proceflion of the Spirit, 
•' It is peculiar," he fays, ^* to the fon of 

oc TK^cg, Horn. 27. Opera, vol. i . p. 526. 

Jf, m tuTtiji^i^ , e< 3s Toy tj owoy f^i^n?pi^, t« xcSa^^i'^i^ Tptf fiami 

Twj ixiiSsv sh^sOfAf^aoiAsvoig vregov. Or. 23. Opera, p. 422. 

*^ man 
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" man to proceed from two/' meaning of 
different fexes. *^ Far be this from the Son 
-• of God, &€•«" 

Cvril of Alexandria feema to think that 
he had fome idea of the nature of the pro- 
ceflion of the Spirit from the fubftance of 
God, when he fays, that *^ Chrift breathed 
*' upon his difciples, to ihew that the 

Holy Spirit proceeds from the divine fub« 

ftance, as the breath of man proceeds from 
"himf/* 

There was likewife another difficulty 
with refped to the Holy Spirit being faid 
to he fent by the Son^ from which fome con- 

* Qusero quid difiat inter lutivitatem filii et procef* 
fionem fpiritus fandi ? Filius auttm foil us ttt patris, non 
fpiritus TandL Amborum toquain fpiritus, id eft patris 
et filii. Quod fi fpirituS) Tandus Alius tik diccreiur, nul- 
lum auttm filius eft nifi duorum, patrls et matris, quod abiit 
Ut fit inter deum patrem et filium tale quid rufpicemur, 
quia nee filius hominis fimul ex patre procedit et ex au- 
tre. QuellioneSy 65. Opera, vol. 4. p. 679. 

f Sed quemadmodum unufquirque noflrum, proprium 
in rcipfo fpiritum continet^ et ab indmls vifceribui ad ex- 
tcriora profundit : propterea corporaliter Chriftos fufflavit: 
oftcndcns hoc figno, quia quemadmodum ab ore humano 
corporaliter bumanus fpiritus procedit, fie ex divina fub- 
ftanda deiuti congruenter fpiritui, qui ab ea eft, profundi- 
tur. In Joan lib. 9* p. 936. 

eluded 
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eluded that, in his* origin, he iflued from 
the Son . as well as from the Father ; and 
this doctrine prevailed in the Latin church ; 
whereas the Greeks held that the Spirit 
proceeded from the Father only. To the 
obje<flion that if the Spirit be God, the Fa- 
ther has two Sons, Epiphanius replies, that 
*' the Spirit proceedeth both from the Fa- 
/* ther and the Son*^/' Damafcenus fays, 
that "the Spirit proceedeth from the Fa- 
*' ther, and refts in the Sonf ." But Bafil 
feems to have confidered the Spirit as de- 
riving his being from the Son only. For 
he fays, ** As the Son is the logos of the 
" Father, fo the Spirit is the word [fwi^a] of 
•* the Son. For it is faid that he," mean- 
ing the Son, ** fupporteth all things by the 
** word of his power J." The ancients 
are faid by M. Caleca to have believed that 

* To Jf ar^m wm^nATQ vof ofM^ole^av, Ajicoratus, fe<St. 7 1. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 75. 

t Eodam modo etiam in fpiritum fandum credimus, 

qui dominus eft, et vivificat, qui ex patre procedlt, et in 
iilio conquiefcit. Orthod. Fid. lib. i. cap. 10. Opera, 
p. 268. 

X Ata Ttlo t^ ^ES fjiev T^og uiogy fiyjta h mow to wvsv^ • ^tpav 
yaf^ fYvrt^ ra 'oavlct ra pifjuSi t»)$ JimifceA^ auk. Ad Eunom. 
lib. 5. Opera, vol. j. p. 787. 

"the 
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* 

" the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Fa- 
•« thcr through the Son*/' So miferably do 
men bewilder themfelves, when they leave 
the path of fimple truth , abandoning rea« 
fon» to follow mere iniagination. 



SECTION III. 

Of the proper Office of the Spirit with rejpe£l 
to the Offices of the Father and the Son. 

^HERE being now three divine perfons 
inftead of one^ there was a farther diffi- 
culty in adjufting their fevcral provinces, 
for each divine perfon mud have an em- 
ployment fuited to his charadtcr. This 
arrangement being left to men, who can 
fcldom agree, a confiderable difference of 
opinion unavoidably arofe in this cafe. 
However, after much difcuffion, it was at 

bcfit AuduariuiPi vol. 2. p. 216. 

length 
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length fettled, at leaft for a long time, that 
all the three divine perfons aded j6intly in 
every operation in which any of them was 
concerned. But before it was determined in 
this manner, divines were much emjdoy^ 
in fettling the proper department of the 
Holy Spirit, after having agreed before, 
that the Son was the maker of all things 
under the Father. 

For fome time it was generally thought 
that the Father was the only prime caufe^ 
tht fountain of deity ^ the Son his immediate 
agent in the creation, and that the Spirit 
was iht fanSiifier^ or xh^ perfeffer oi cvtry 
thing. '' There are three,'' fays Bafil, ^' the 
*' Father ordaining, the Son executing, and 
" the Spirit perfeSing*." ** The Father," 
fays M. Caleca, " is diftinguifhed as the 
*^ primary caufe, the Son as the creator, and 
*^ and the Spirit as the perfeder -f-." 

• * Tpio, Toivw WKf , rov *srporaffffovla kv^iov^ rov hifuafTsfla Xoyoir, 
Tcy aginvla to wfsvfM to ayto¥. De Sp, S. cap. 1 6. Opera^ 
vol. 2. p. 325. 

-f Ai!x Tiihav Tnv mpoKcOafum oBiccv ouviTlofABvo^ tov 'sjdispa • nrf 
hifWifyua/ff^Toy wov tw T£^Mtr7aoiv. to vrnvyu to aym; Combefis 
AuSuarium, vol. 2* p. 209* 

It' 
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It appears moft clearly from Eufebius; 

th^t to fanStiJy ditid to perfeSi meant the fame 

thing. In .the interpretation of Pf. xxxiii. 6« 

'By the word of the Lord were the heavens 

made 9 and all the hojl of them by the breath of 

his mouthy hz fays, *' By thefe we are to 

** underfland our Saviour, and the Holy 

*• Spirit, for both co-operated in the crea-* 

.** tion of the heavens and their Hoft — Fot 

** nothing is fandlified without the pre- 

** fence of the Spirit. The word^ being thfe 

*' demiurgusy introduced the angels into be- 

** ing, but the Holy Spirit gave their fan^i- 

^^fcation; for the angels were not created 

'* infants*." 

. But though it had been fettled by moft 
of the Fathers, that the logos, or the Son, 
was the medium of all the divine commu- 
nications of God to man in the Old Tefta- 

'* ha vovfin o ffolrf:^ roaytov aula 'smvfM • ofA/foltfa is own^ytKrep 
99 TD xkff^ Tm oufovav )^ taw ip aSkm; hmtfjii^w ' fia nilo tifiilai * 
T0 >a79MVfiH ot upovot tcsfu&Ytira» ic) r» tsvtufAoli rs ro/iccTog auk 
^coffa y\ iwofu^ aiSfwf • aisv yof ayiaiiku Ufin rn vapiffia ra WKUfjtOr 
to; • alh^"^^^ yav TY!9 tAift &g to 8mu tro^oSby, o di^s^o; Xoyog o 
momni Tcjv Q>M9 'Bo^tix^o * Tov oyiairfMv ik avrois to 'snufia to 
fltyiov (Tumttfzpn * « yaq vffxuA nnff^Gmi oi alythou Monfaucon's 
Colle^lia, vol. I. p. 124.^ 

ment. 
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ment, it was now generally thought proper 
to take from him the province of infpiring 
the prophets, and to leave to him only the 
vifible appearances to Abraham, Mofes, and 
others. Irenasus fays it was the Spirit of 
God that fpake by the prophets and the 
apoftles *. Ambrofc fays, •* it was the 
f^ f^me fpirit by which Mofes and Aaron 
** performed miracles in Egypt, and who 
** fpake by Mofes, the partriarchs, pro- 
** phets, and apoftles f ." " The Spirit," 
fays Cyril of Jerufalem, ** operates in the 
'* law and the prophets J. 

* Unus enim et idem fpirltus Dei, qui in prophetis quL- 
dem praeconavit, quis et qualisefletadventus domini, in fe- 
nioribus autem interpretatus eft bene quae bene prophetata 
fuerant; ipfe et in apofiolis annunciavit, plenitudinem 
temporum adoptionis venifle, et proximafle regnum cce- 
lorum, et inhabitare intra homines credentes in eum, 
qui ex virgine natus eft Emmanuel. Lib. 3. cap. 25. 
p. 256. 

+ Iftq eft, in quo Moyfes et Aaron coram Pharaone rege 
;ffigypti figna fecerunt, et de quo magi dixerunt : Hie 
digitus Dei eft. Ifte eft, qui in Moyfe et in omnibus, fanc- 
tis patriarchis et prophetis atque apoftolis locutuseft. In 
Symbol, cap. 6. Opera, vol. 4. p. 91- 

J To fv yofMi 7^ 'fffopuati mgyrvrav. Cat. 4. Opera, p. ^5. 

Hippolytus 
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Hippolytus (ays that **.thc Fathers were 
^' infpired by the Spirit, and alfo honoured 
*' by the logos itfclf, being united to them 
** as an inflrument, having the logos always 
•* in them» as a p/e£Irum, by which being 
*' moved, the prophets declared whatever 
« Godchofc*/' 

With refpcft to the Father and the Son, 
pcrfonally confidered, it does not appear that 
any particular province, or agency, was 
affigned to the Spirit, except the mere 
proceeding from one or both of them, till 
Synefius called him the *' ceftUr of the Fa- 
«• ther and the Son -f-;" and M. Vidorinus 
called him '* the copula of the Father and 
•• the Son :|:.** But what they meant by 
thefe expreflions is bell known to them- 
felves. 

mnf nSoi* £<o(, m vff^tibti. De AntichriftOf Opcra« p. 5. 
f XoifOK iaafctnO^ «vqmi 

Kmfov Mfv «j «a^. Hymn 5. Openu p. 342 
X Adefto fantte fpiritus, patiis cc filii copula. 
Tu cum quicTcis p^ter es, cum procedis' iilius. 
In unum q\ii cun^ ncStUy tu es fpiritus iandus* De 
Triniutc Hymnus. Bib, Pacvot. 5. p. 360. 

It 
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It was neceflary, however, that the Spi- 
rit (hould be no cypher in the fyftcm | and 
that, being a per/on^ he fliould have the 
power of voluntary aftion. Accordingly, 
it is obfcrved by Bafil, that, ** though the 
** Spirit htfent^ according to the oeconomy, 
•'he was no fcrvant, but aded voluntarily *•" 

Creation is generally afcribed to the Son ; 
but Bafil maintains, that ** becaufe it is 
•* faid, by the word of the Lord were the 
•* heavens made, and all the hoft of them 
•* by the breath of his mouth, all things 

were created equally by the Son and the 

Spirit -f." In another place he adds a 
farther argument from Pf. cxix. 73. Thjf 
hands have made me and fajhioned me. He 
alfo fays, that the fupernatural body of 
Chrift was the work of the Spirit $. 

* A^orsxXEtiw iuev oiMovoyiMa^^ mgya 3k cum&i^toi^. De Fide, 
Opera, vol. i. p. 432. 

+ Ettu sv Xoy©- fisv xufin o caynif, )^ wevfjta rs fOf/aro^ auji 
TO aryiov wsvfAa^ ofjuport^x ii <njve^(re mKrvni ruv Hfcarnvj xj rav 
i9 auloig iuvafjLSoav* iia tuto et^rai ru Xoyat Mvpm oi ^^oam Brs^ti- 
^a»f 3^ ra 'svtufiari rs rofixroi avn moura n ii/vccfug aurm^ In 
Pf. 32. Opera, vol. i. p. 175. 

X On iiyjuHpycv ro wmfut — Oi agavoi iinvsvlai 3b|«i^ Sts, won* 
ffof h x"^«v aylacaiaryi^i ro r ffwfwt . i^ sv ilsgu * i^ ra s^ya 

Ta9 
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** That the Holy Spirit can create, is cWt 
^^ dent,'' (ays Athanafius, or one who bor-r 
rows his name, '' from the body of our 
^* Lord i the angel faying, that holy thing 
^^ which (hall be born of thee is of the Holy 
" Spirit^." *• When the logos came into 
^^ the virgin, the Holy Spirit accompanied 
*^ him^ and the logos, by the Spirit, formed 
^' to himfelf a body V To this making by 
the Holy Spirit, the Arians having obje<fted 
that Chrift muft be the Son of the Spirit, 
the orthodox fpeaker in the dialogue above 
mentioned admits, that '^ Jefus was pro« 
** duced by the Holy Spirit; but he fi^rs, it 
•* is a makings not % generating X^"^ 

That the Spirit might be employed by 
the Father as well as the Son, was proved 



Adv. Eunomium, lib. 5 Opera, vol. 3. p. 778. 

* Oil 3f Stmx!» Affm T9 wtuffix ro otmv, tiux^ m tv mtpuun 
ri^tidK* Til oT/Air fipnwlb; • to y,?^ i? aJk yop&ttf m «>rt|f4akf 
fTv oTw. Con. Nfic. Dial. I. Op..ra> vol. 2. p. 174. 

wmmfx^ TO «rw»*a . x) Xjto; nr Ta* wnjfiA^ vw>aht «J i^p^iy 
mL to euiAA. Ad Scrjpion, Opera, vol. I. p. 207. 

X H TWinf wrw, w ' vwvvk. Dial. 3. Athanaiti, Opcrii 
rol.a.p. 233- 

Vol, IL X by 
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hj things being faid to be done by the fin- 
ger of God. For the finger of God^ they 
faid, meant the Spirit ; as when Chrift iaid, 
y I by tbe finger of Gdd caft out demons. 
The two tablet of ilone, therefore, being 
faid to be written by the finger of God, 
were thought to be fengraved by the Spirit.' 
This was the opinion of Ambrofe, who 
proves it by (hewing, that what is called 
the Spirit of God in one evangelift, is 
called tbe finger of God in another*. 

The Spirit is generally ftiled the vivifier\ 
as if Chrift made only the outward forms of 

* * Legem quoque ipfam per fpintum fandum datam 
accepimus et fcriptam. Dkrit enim Moyfes : et dedit do- 
ipinus duas tabulas lapideas digito Dei fcripCas. Digitum 
autem Dei fpintum fan^lum dici, evangelia manifeflant. 
Cum eniin dominus daemonem ejeciflet, et accufaretur a 
Judxis, ^itod in Beelzebub principe daemoniorunv, daemo- 
nic expeDeret : fecundum Lucam quidem refpondifle per- 
bibetur, quod fi ego in digito Dei expello daemonia ; fe- 
cundum Mattbaeum vero, fi autem ego in fpiritu Dei ejiciq 
dasmones. Unde manifeftum eft fpiritum digitum Dei 
did. De Sp. Opera, vol. 5. p. 523. 

Ifte eft in quo Moyfes et Aaron coram Pharaone 
rege ^^gypti figna fecerunt, et de quo magi dixerunt : hie 
digitus Dei eft. Ifte eft, qui in Moyfe et in omnibus (anc- 
VA patriarchis et propheds et apoftolis locutus eft. In 
Symb. Opera, vol. 4. p.9i« 

things 
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things, whereas to give them Ji/e and motion 
was the province of the Spirit. This is 
ifaid to have been expreffed by the Spirit 
moving upon the face of the waters^ But oa 
this fubjedt a ray of good fcnfe beams upon 
us in Theodoret, who fays, that ** this Spi-» 
** rit means the wind*.-* He feems. how- 
ever, to have been Angular in this opinion. 

The vivifying even the body of Chrift 
was thought by Balil to be the office of the 
Holy Spirit •!•. And Cyril of Jerufalem 
fays, that " the Holy Spirit was imparted 
*/ to the humanity of Chrift: at his bap- 
'' tifm+." To this it might be faid, that 
the proper divinity belonging to Chrift 

* TifTi ioK^ ro ^avayiov 'oinvfAx iuoyovav rm uhtrm n/jv puctVi 
K^ kaypafov mv m fixTrlio-fjLo^og pc^ptv , a}ir&€repov fnvroi enetvov otfAM, 
Tov Xoyov, oil TO iffveu/JM evImj^x tcv arja hoXei . eiTTuv x^pt oii rop 

iwuajf xj T« cupoi Eftv>i<7S)j, EX T?j^ T« i/3a2of smpocvBMg fji£xpi TH apavH 
itnKovIo; • aspo; yap ^vci^^ to Toi^xaki JieifJi£voig ETTife^io-^ai ctifAotffi^ 
In Gen. Opera, vol. i. p. 8. 

f To Se w^upuz ayiaiov ttjv iJicrw, «5 ^aoTromv, )^ ^pio-fAa 

^ y\yi.tv oy, wJij & iij Ev oj/Tjj ts w/fi» aafw. .Horn. 1 7. Operaj 

* 

vol. I. p. 439, 

X E3tt yap, w^ s^yryrvrayh rm^ roc aTrapxfiigj t^ ra mpolua r^ 
aym 'trvsyfAolog ruv 0MFli/^OfAimv rn ca^paTroblli ra frokf^i vapaaxi^iVf 
rurnvroiaulr^'iiiwlof XP^* Czt. 17. Opera, p« 244* 

X 2 himfelf 
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himfelf might have fufficcd. But Chry- 
foftom fays, " When God, the logos, took 
** flefli of us, he fafliioned it according to 
'* the form of man, or one of the prophets, 
** or as one of the apoftles ; receiving the 
•• Holy Spirit ; not that the divinity of 
*' the Son vi^as not fufficient, but that the 
** perfcift knowledge of the trinity might 
^* be (hewn in that creation/' i, e. the flefh 
of Chrift *. 

Auftin doubted u^hether it v^as right to 
call the Holy Spirit the goodnefs of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son ; but he had lefs fcru- 
ple to fay that he v^^as the Jan£lity of them 
both -f. This, however, could not refpcft 

* 07av 3f avcf>sCLQy\ o ^tog >^og rnv capxa try si njmv 'sjoiei auh 

Kctlac rov av^pcomvov ti/^tov, wj iva rav 'mp(.<i)-fl(DVy n ag eva rav aTroro^ 

key, ^exofASVYiV w/ivyia aym . sivroy 'ss^o'^aQm^ hk ag f£n apjaar^g mg 

• ^eoli^g T8 vm^ a>^ iva £vls><r,g trig nrp^ahg )j yva<rig cv t« z^T^aaiJUxli 

Tula ^eix%. De Sp. S. Opera, vol. 6. p. 213. 

t Utrum autem boni patris, et boni filii, fpiritus fane- 
tus, quia communis ambobus eft, recSte honitas dici poteft 
amborum, non audeo temerariam prsecipitare fententiam ; 
veruntamen ambobus eum dictre fan^fitatem facilius aufus 
fuero, non amborum quafi qualitatem, ftd ipfum quoque 
fubflaritiam, et tertiam in trinitate perfonam. De Civi- 
tate Dei, lib. 11. cap; aj. Opera, vol. 5. p. 639. 

;. thp 
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the humanity of Chrift, becaufe the Father 
had no human nature. This might be 
conflrued to imply, that he thought the 
Spirit to be a property only, and not a per^ 
fon^ if he had not been well known to hold 
the Holy Spirit to be the third p^fon in 
the trinity. 

Still more has the language of Cyril of 
Alexandria the appearance of his fuppofing 
that the Holy Spirit was only a property, or 
fomc divine grace, when he fays, *' The 
*« peace which our Lord gave his difciples 
"was the Holy Spirit*." With equal 
impropriety Gregory Nyflcn fays, that ** the 
'• glory which Chrift had with the Father 
" before the world was, meant the Holy 
" Spirit. For then/' he fays, *' nothing 
«• exifted but the Father, the Son, and the 
'* Spirit ; and that perfons fo diftinft could 
*' not be united, but by the participation 
" of the (ame Spirit f." This, if it had 

* Pax ergo qiue prlncipatus— — excedit, Chrifti fpiii- 
tus eU, in quo Deo patrt univerfa Alius rccoaciliaric» 
Injobo« lib. ID. €ap.7« Opera, voL i. p. 936. 

^ Ai^MT ya^ obi&i Xnw an/U oifMrn tp mnuita to ayim^ • d^ 

h Cor. jnr. jtS. Openh vol* I* p» 849% 

}C 3 OOt 
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not been equally dark itfelf, might have 
thrown fome light on the Spirit being 
called the copula of the Father and the Son, 
quoted above. 

This uncertain diftribution of offices not 
giving fatisfaftion to Ambrofe and Auftin, 
it was determined by them, that all the 
three perfons in the trinity always zGt 
jointly in all their refpeftive operations. 
Indeed, Eufebius had faid that '* the Fa^ 
*' thcr. Son, and Spirit, are all principles 
(a/>x^) *.'* Alfo, that they were each cap- 
able of the functions of the others had been 
allowed; but it had been faid that they 
chofe to confine thenifelves to certain opera- 
tions* ** Chrift," fays Cyril of Jerufalem, 
** made angels and archangels, thrones and 
^* dominions ; not that the Father wanted 
a creative power, but that he chofe that 
the Son fhould reign over thp works of 
** his own hands, and gave him the govern- 
^« ment of the things which he had madef." 

Mir, ;^ ay\» w/WfAcHo^i sv a^x^^ Xoyw rojlaffi, Praeparatio, lib. ii. 
cap. 19. p. 541. 
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^ The Father," fays Bafil, *^ had no need of 
^* the Son, though he operat^ by him ^ 
^^ but he chofe to do Co ; nor does the Soa 
^^ want ailiftance, wh^n he operates lik« th^ 
^^ Father ; but he chofe to p^rfe^t ^eveiy 
^ thing by the Spirit*." "As die Fa* 
^* ther,'* fays Theodoret, *' jcould have 
*^ created without the Son, but did it not, 
^* to fhew the identity of his nature ; fo the 
'* Son could have fanftiifted man with- 
** out the Spirit, but did it with the Spirit, 
♦' that what was done might be the work 
^' of the Father, Son, and Spirit +." 

As if an equal capacity for every thing 
had not been a fufiicient argument oS equal 

H^jxnp etJbig^ieaf . cO^ ok ffoff^H^i/ew r^ w ouk mmotnfjt^f^ rov ^^v 
Cat. II. Opera, p. 146. 

i^apfosjf^ a^ ofui^ Se^fi ^ n^W ?Wf Mw* »t ftifomos ^mftm 
mpoffhrl^m^ xad* ofioiohja m valfo$ mfym • o^^a )^ o mog 9i>i0 
t^ *snptm iia rn mmifAaOo; /isMttr. De Sp. S. cap. x6« Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 3^5. . 

^ f il^7t€p vAfi JUo^Mtf^ tSurm^m oAfMW, nfit^ tii ym 
Jiiieiy wothix!^^7aJk»€i$;.fu0n»g' u% $^9 fMo^^ i^afOi^Mkff^ai 
P!$m Toy w^^Q9% inSm T¥. wmtuSS^ oyw lACo, tw ^o^ '^ 
yeysfA^ npw mcOff^^ J^xm^ ^ aavf f^mfiaSR-. Dial. Ad¥# 
Macedoniant Oper^, vol. 5* p. 343. 

• X4 power. 
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fwotff the three perfons Wfere reptcfeiited 
as all adually bearing a part in every opera-^ 
tion. A treatife afcribed to Athanalius is 
the firft in which I have found this fenti- 
ment, as applied to the body of Chrift. 
** How/' fitys the .Macedonian, " does So- 
•* lotnon fay wifdom has buildid berfelf a 
*' boufeJ* Orthodox. '' Becaufe all the works 
** of the Father are alfo thofe of the Son^ 
*' and of the Spirit i and, therefore, it is 
** fbmetimes faid to be the Father's, fome- 
'^ times the Son's, and fometimes the Holy 
** Spirit's ^r 

But it is in Ambrofe, as I have obferved, 
that this fyftem of joint operation appears 
moft complete. '* The holy and undi- 
^* vidcd trinity,'* he fays, '* never does any 
*^ thing feparately.*' He inftances in the 
** incarnation, the voice from heaven, at 

the baptifm of Chrift, &c.f " «* What one 
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* tlfi)^ vmt$ o'ZdKapuiv, H Cofta ttotoibfiwreu iajk otiiovi OP®. 
Tiih ya^ zrw o ^cy«, oh wca^la ra ipya ts taotl^oq^ xj t« w«, i^ tk 

ittt, 'snie T« eeriH mveu^®-. Opera, vol. a. p. 233. 

t Quia fandla et infeparabilit trinkas numquam aliquid 
kttra fc fingiUatim operari novcrU. la Symb* Operas 
Vol. 4. p. 93. 

1 *^ fptaks 
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^'ipeakSf they all fpcak; for there Is ona 
«« voice of the trinity*." ** The Father, 
*' Son, and Spirit, created the body of 
«« Chrift I the Father, bccaufe it is faid 
** Gcd fent bis Son tnade of a woman ; the 
'* Son becaufe it is faid wifdom has builded 
*' her a boufe 1 and the Spirit becaufe Mary 
«« ^as with child by the Spirit^ He 
reprefents all the perfons as prefcnt at 
the baptifm of Jcfus, *• the Spirit under a 
*' corporeal form, and the Father, becau/c 
•« he could not be feen, was heard +/' 

Auftin, who generally followed the fteps 
of his aiafter Ambrofe in other things, did 

* Quod unus loquitur, tres loquuntur, quia vox una 
eft triniutb. In Luc. lib. io« Opera, vol. 2. p. soj. 

t £t ctinim Ccut Icgimus quia crcavic pater dominicae 
incarnationis facramentum, creavit et fpiritus: ita etiam 
legimus quod etipfeCbriftus fuuro corpus creavit- Creavit 
cnim pater* fccundum quod fcriptum eft: donamus creavit 
me — ct alibi : mifit Deus iilium fuum (adhim ex mulicre 
fa^m fub lege. Creavit et fpiritus illud omne inyfteriuni, 
fccundum quod legimus ; quia invenbi eft Maria in utcro 
habcns et fpiritu fan£lo» De Sp. S. lib. a. cap. 8* Opcra^ 
Vol. 4. p. 241. 

I Videmus fpiritum, fed fpecie corporali : videamus et 
j^atreu); fed qui vidcre non pofllimusy audiamus. In 
Luc. cap. |. Operst Tol« i* p* 41* 
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St in this. He fays, in general, that ** iii 
** whatever the trinity aAs, it operates ia- 
•^ feparably, becaufe there is one operation 
^* of the trinity, as it is one fubftance, 
^* eflince, and will ♦/' ** The whole tri- 
*' nity," he fays, " reconciled us to itfelf, as 
♦* the whole trinity made the word flefh-f-/* 
He fays that ** the appearances of God in 
•• the Old Teftament, might be of God 
'' in general, or of the whole trinity, or of 
** the Father, Son, or Spirit, according to 
«* thecircumftancesofthepaflagel/' *^The 
«• voice from heaven, / have glorified it, and 
** nvHl glorify it a^ain, was from the whole 

* Quicquid operatur trinitas fan6b infeparabiliter haec 
cadem operatur, quia una eft trinitatis operatio ficut una eft 
fubftantia eflentia et voluntas. Queftiunculas ex libris de 
Trinitate, Opera, vol. 3. p. 1038. 

f Trinitas enim nos libi reconciliavic, per hoc <)uod (b- 
lum verbum carnem ipfa trinitas fecit. De Fid. cap. 2* 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 217. 

X Tarn enim quaefitum atque traSatum eft, in illis anti- 
qttis corporibus formis et vifis, non tantummodo patrem« 
Dec tantumodo filium, nee tantummodo fpiritum fandum 
apparuiile fed aut indifFerenter dominum deum qui trinitas 
ipf^ intelligitur aut quamlibet ex trinitate perfonam, quam 
IcAionis textus xndiciis circumftantibus ligniiicaret. De 
Trinitate, lib. 3. cap i. Opera, vol* 3. p. 281* 

«« trinity/* 
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*' trinity*." He fays that he was the firft 
who taught that dodrine. 
' This dodrioe of the joint operation of 
all the perfons in the trinity, though moft 
confpicuous in .Ambrofe and Auftin, is not 
peculiar to them. It appears in Epiphanius 
and Bafil. •* All works/' fays the former, 
•* are the joint produdlion of the Father^ 
«• Son, and Spirit -f-." *• In every opera* 
*• tion," fays Bafil, ♦* the Holy Spirit co- 
•* operates with the Father and the Son %.** 
We find the fame in Theophylad, who 

* Omnes qitoi Icgere potui qui ante me fcripfeniiit de trmi- 
tate, quae eft Deut, divinorum Kbrorum veterum etfiovonim 
dtholict tradatoreSf hoc intendtnint fccundum fcripluni 
docere, quod [Uter et filius ct fpiritus fandu% unius cjuA 
dcmqucfubftantue infcparabilizqualiutedivinum infioueot 
uniutem* — Nee eandcm trinitatem dixifle de caelo : Tu ei 
6I1U8 meus: five cum btptisatuteft a Johamie, five ia 
montcm quum cum illo erant tret difcipiili : aut qoem 
Ibnuit vox, dicent: et cLirificavi et icerum darificabo : 
fed tantummodo patrit vocem fuiflead fitium faAum quam- 
vts pater et filius et fpiritus fandut, ficut infeparabilcs 
funt« Ibid. lib. I. cap. 4. p. 242* 

t limlm yof ra 9fya cffa tn», Ofta m wJfofi ty m ^* ayti 
wmh pa t^ ytytnim. Hxr. 71. Opera, vol. t. p. 831. 

mmift ^ M» T¥ ttm* wmftahi iiiajc^ion* De Sp. S. cap. i6. 
Opera, vol. 9. p. 324. 

faySp 
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fays, *' Where there is one perfon of the 
** holy trinity, there are all*/' 

Idacius Clarus (hews at large, that ** all the 
" attributes of the Father, Son, and Spirit^ 
*• arc common ; as thofe of God, Lord, holy, 
•* prince, king, judge, true, juft, ftrong^ 
** They arc all judges, they all operate, they 
«* are all lofty. They have in common, the 
«/ appellations of fire, light, good, great, 
*« virtue, fountain,* river, &c/' and thus he 
proceeds to near an hundred inftances f. 
, Cyril of Alexandria proves this doSrine 
from our Saviour's faying that £e could do 
nothing without the Father \ meaning, he 
fays, that *' he was confubftantial with 
** him ; having equal power, the fame will, 
•• and the fame co-operation J." 

In Rom. cap. 8. Opera, vol. 2. p. 75. ' 

-f* Bib. Pat. vol. 5^ p* 419. 

t Non potcft enim filius facere a feipfo quid, nlfi acci- 
piat poffe a patrci Quoniam autem «qua1b operis et ro- 
boris fe effe novit, oftendit quod unani ac eandem habeat 
cum ipfo patre fubftantiam, et ipfe adoptat pet fe ad feci* 
tnda, una volitione ad quodlibet fimul vadens cum geni* 
tore, et ad idem opes confilium in omnibus, communibus 
quibufdam divinitatis legibus, fimul concedcns* De Tri» 
Jiitate^ lib. 6v Opera, vol. a. p. 464* 

- SEC* 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the Argumenti for the Divinity of tb$ 

Holy Spirit, 

'T* H E rcafoning of the Fathers concern- 
ing the divinity of the Holy Spirit lies 
in a much fmaller compafs than that con- 
cerning the divinity of the Son. One prin- 
cipal reafon of this is, that fo little men- 
tion is made of the Koly Spirit in the 
Icripturcs, and ftill Icfs that can poflibly 
be conftrued into an evidence of his being 
a divine perfon. This is a circumftanc* 
that could not efcape notice, and which re- 
quired to be accounted for by the ortho- 
dox. Among others, Epiphanius has ad, 
iraaced a reafon which is curious enough. 
It goes upon the idea of the Holy Spirii 
being that perfon of the three which im. 
mediately didated the fcriptures. He fays 
that " the Holy Spirit fays little conccrn- 
" ing himfejf, that he might not commemj 
" himfelf , the fcriptures beaog written «» 

gi?« 
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** give, us examples*." I imagine, how- 
ever, that the good Father would not have 
beeh forry if the Holy Spirit had been lefs 
obfervant of this punftilio; as it would 
have made the defence of their favourite 
dodtrine of the trinity much eafier than, 
in the prefent (late of things, they found it 
to be. For it was conftantly obferved by 
their adverfarics, that the Holy Spirit is 
never once called God in all the New Tef- 
tament. 

Antiquity, alfo, and the eftabliflied forms 
of public worfhip, were, in that age, ftrong* 
ly urged againft the novel dodrine of the 
divinity of the Spirit. Bafil particularly 
^ompUinsof his having been preffed by this 
argument, though he endeavours to defend 
himfclf, feyiog, that the authority of Gre- 
gory Theumaturgus, his predeccflbr in the 
fee of Neocaefarea, and whofe memory was 
glmoft idolized ia that country, was , not 

ag^ioft him, as his adverfaries pretended* 

- * 

Ipjpors^ Vf4..f. f.A^S* 485. :-.-.--.. ;.:....• 

^ * 2 He 
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Hclikewife urges the authority of Firmi^ 
liaA *. But of this the people piuft h^t 
been as good judges as the biihop. 

We have happily prefervcd to us the 
eftablifhed forms of prayer and benddiftion 
in the writings of Juftin Martyr, who, ift 
his account of the adminiftration of the 
Lord's fupper, fays, that the miniftcr "of* 
•* fers praife and glory to the Father oft^ll^ 
** in the name of the Son, and of the Holy 
** Spirit f." Again, he fays, " For every 
*• thing that we eat we give thanks to the 
** maker of all things^ by his Son jMfu^ 
" Chrift, and by, the Holy Spirit J." 

Moreover, in the Apojlolical Conjlitmfym; 
compofed, probably, in the fourth century, 

/AstpTvptf^f mr 'zr/rir of hoyot^s^ kaIiMitu Dc -Sjdf ita Saa^o, 
eap» f 9. Opei-a, voK t. p. 360. 

J tm ^Act /« OK 'O'joo"fl?€fo/uft5fle ivKoynfjLif fop fsniy^rnf 
Tt(e(.<yitr« Ibid. p« 97. 

according 
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according to what was fuppofed to have 
* becii the pradice of the earlicft ggcs, it ia 
faid, that ^\ God alone is to be worfhippcd 
** by Jefus Chrift, and in the Holy Spirit V 
With rcfpeft to the argunKnt'from the 
fcriptures, Bafil contents himfelf with fay- 
ing, that ** many. things were received on 
** the authority of apoftolical. tradition, and 
*^ that there was no more rcafon to reject: 

«* this than thofe*." 

As the perfanaiity pf the Spirit was very 

much queftion§4i Epipjianius fays, that 
^* Jie aflumed the form of a dove, at the 
** baptifm of our Sayioqi-, on purpofe to 
^^ |1|PW that he had a real, perfon J.'* It 

f'O^ey ^g-fltrroj^ptfToptt €f «& /u.ofoF ir7£tp;)^€/r, crap sr ccaXoc 
MIL in * ^ AVTOV (Aovov ciCiiv )^ '9^o^if,vniv, J^io. Itia-is Xpi^n 
Ty KtffiH ny-aVf IP ip 'Vft.vayiv mHviidLTt. Lib, 6. cap. 14. 

?• 345- 
• * Hf fl« yi [Anv 70 OLfjio^Tv^qv a^ ct^ftf^oy f jrtf 1 thy, cvk 

iTtpwj^ ijg r»Tp KATAi'i^fifiAi^ft. Ce 3p- S. Cap, Z3. toI. ^. 

P«357* 
t Aia Txlo KMTTsp evSln tk myiVfAcS®- ra aym g'afjia /jm ^gBcca^ 

7»^, >^ BifVTForcSoiQimoysym. Haer, 62. Qpfr3| vol. |. p. 517, 
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was acknowledged, however, by Auftln and 
others^ that the Holy Spirit aflbmed the 
form of a dove on this occaiion^ as well as 
of^r^ on the day of Pentccoft, for a time 
only, and not permanently, as Chrift did 
his body *• It fliould (tcm^ therefore that 
this could not be a proof of permanent per- 
fonality. 

As Athaoalius was the great aiferter of 
the divinity of the Spirit, and of his being 
confubdantial with the Father, the reader 
will be defirous of feeing fome of bis argu- 
ments, and the following are a fpecimeu 
of them. •* The Spirit/' he fays, *' muft 
*' be confub(bntial with the Father and the 
*' Sun, becaufe, according to Paul, theSpi- 
«* rit of Ood fcarchcs all things, even the 
•* deep things of Godf ." *' Their folly is 
•* to be wondered at, who, not admitting 

♦ Niifj enlm ficut filius hDminrm aflumpfit, ut fie in 
:rtrrnurn pcrmanear, fie fpiritus £in£lus columbam vel 
igtiirm : fed f^chr fuiic iIIjc vifionei de creatura iofcriore, 
ad inaAifclUndum fptrituni fan<3uin qux eflTe poftea defli- 
Crnint. Qu^ft. 65. Opera, vol. 4. p. 679. 

-I Af<in «■ Amvov 9pi9mK% ofMo}ieyma^ utn ^n to arra vmyia 
90^1 J vtm . vovls faf ta tv dnr 1^ Tff ^A$n RnroLn to vfoyM 
Tf oTMv. Difp. Coo. Ar. Opera, vol t. p. 144. 

Vol. II. Y " the 
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** the Son of God to be a creature, in this 
" thinking very juftly, yet think the Spi- 
•^ rit of the Son to be a creature*/' — 
** This," fays he, *' is admitting a duality, 
** not a trinity -f-." Bafil alfo calls the 
Jloly Spiiit the Spirit of Chrift J. 

The capital argument for the divinity 
of the Spirit is, that the fame things are 
afcribed to him as to God. This is urged 
by Epiphanius, who. fays, ** The' Holy 
** Spirit is God, becaufc he does the fame 
" things that the Son does. Thus Chrift 
** is fent by the Father, and the Spirit is 
"alfo fent; Chrift fpeaks in the faints, 
** and the Spirit alfo fpeaks in them; Chrift 
** baptizes, and the Spirit baptizes, &c.§'* 

One {landing argument againfi the divi- 
nity of the Spirit, and a proof of his being 
a mere fervant of the Father, and even of 
the Son, is his being faid to he fent by 

* T«7ajv yoLp x} ^av/xaaeiev av rig rrv avciaVy olt rov uicv th ^safjLn ' 
^s>£v}eg £ivai fclKTfjLa^ y^ xoO^g yz ralo ^^cv^vlsgy ^sju; to *srytvtia ts w» 
xlio-ixa Kcc) ajisaai ryza-xcvio. Epift. Ad Serapion, Opera, vol- 
I. p. 174. 196. 

+ H ya^ « Tpias iriv a^O^ ii/ag. Ibid. p. 1 75. 

% UvEVfxa ^ x^iTovTov aulov stvai, Horn. 27. Opera, vol.i. 
P.S2 3- 

^ — -r ^^. Opera, vol. I. p. 523. 

them. 
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them. But to this argument Ambrofe 
fays, " The Son is fometinies faid to be 
** fent by the Spirit,, as. The Spirit of the 
*• Lord is upon me, becaufe he has fent 
** me to preach the gofpel to the poor,&c.*'' 

In John iv, 24. it is faid, God is afpirif i ' 
but A^nbrofe read it, the Spirit is God ; and 
he fays> that this text fo clearly proves the 
divinity of the Spirit, that the Arians erafe 
it out of their books "f. I do not find, 
however, that any other writer mentions 
this circumftance. To advance the dignity 
of the Spirit, Job, the monk; fays, " that the 
*« holy fcriptures call the whole trinity by 
** his name, in faying, God is ajpirit^.'* 

* Ita et filium Dei fpiritus mifit. Dicit fenim fillus Dei, 
fpiritus domini fuper me, propter quqd unxit me praedicai^ 
captivis remiffionem, et coecis vifum. De Sp. S. lib. 3,' 
Opera, vd. 4. p. 254- 

f Quern locum ita exprefle Ariani teftificamini efle de 
fpiritu, uteum d^ veftris codicibus auferatis : atqueutinam 
de veftris, et non etiam de ecclefiae codicibus tolleretis. — ' 
£t fortafTe hoc etiam in oriente feciftis. £t literas quidem 
^otuidis abolere ; fed fidem non potuiflis auferre. De 
Spiritu Sanfto, lib. 3. cap. 11. Opera, vol. 4. p. 271. 
% Km to o^iafAa % ts 'ovevficSog n is^ ffjcmftsa-aypoopn, o>m 

Phot, Bib. fcft.'222". p.6«3. , • 

Yz The 
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Tke arguments for the procejpon of the 
Spirit, either from the Father or the Son, 
Of from both, lie in a imall compafs. For 
the whole depends upon his being faid to 
hcfent^ by either, or by both of them. Be- 
fides this, Auftin fays, that " our Saviour's 
*^ imparting the Holy Spirit by breathing 
*^ on his apoftlcs, is a proof that the Spirit 
*' proceeds from him, as well as from the 
••Father*." 

It is remarkable, that the doftrine of the 
divinity of the Spirit was attacked with 
even more vigour than that of the divinity 
o£ Chrift ; the reafon of which was that, 
befides. the unitarians, the Arians joined in 
this ^tack ; and being very numerous at 
the tim^ of that con trover fy, and having 
fometimes the favour of the emperors, 
they fpoke and wrote with great freedom. 

Wq know Icfs of the hiftory of Macedo- 
miis, wb^ was. at the head of the oppofition 

^ Neqiie ^mm flatus Ule corgorcMS, cum fenfu corpa- 
raliter tai^gencli proced^ns t\ cor:gQr(^ fubftantia fpiritus 
faodi fttit, ijsd demofiflrs^tiQ per. coogriiam HgnilicatioQeni^ 
nQ|i.taotiim% p»trft fed eta iilio proce4ere fpiritum fane- 
turn. De Trioitate, lib. 4* ca^, ap: vol' 3; p- 313. 

' . to 



Chap. IX. to the Holy Spirit. 345 

to the dodrine of the divinity of the Spirif, 

than of that of Arius, or almofl: any ^Afe'r 

leader of a fed. , He is faid *ot to have 

denied the pcrfonality of the Spirits f^ 

Sozomen fays, that " he h^ld the Spirit to 

*• be a perfon, but like one of th6 irtg6l«> 

«* fubfervient to the Father and the Soft, 

*' whom he allowed to be coflfabftaaitM 

** with each other *." The ftme ii a^f ttd 

by Nicephorusf. It appears from Atha* 

nafiusj, that they who held this opinion 

were alfo called Trop{ci\. That Maeedohius-, 

^nd his proper followers^ did hot deny the 

divinity of Chrift, is evident fWto ^hUt 

Chryfoftom fay«, with fooie degrtebf pllsft*. 

«« fantry. *^ The Atians fuffering Qtip^ 

" wreck, loft both the glory ©f ChHft^ and 

^« the power of the Holy Spitit^ tlieMa* 

* To it cpAw wevfia^ aiva^ tw ceUm tsfSffStm omtfoutSo^ 

Lib, 4. cap. 27. p. 173. 

+ Luxmoi y«f daro tcm J^ wrtrfTdv wW«tp, ^"fifo^XP -ft fd 

(dfytram iiatptfw ree/funvf* h\b» 9. cap. 4^. tSI: t . jh Scid; 
% Oi h Tfwotoi, TO '8ry6iy4A J^ eanoiy toij ierCffiiOffitTiJ^i^iJmtif^ 
Epiflf A4 Serapio|3| Opera> vol. i. p^. l(j2% 

Y 3 cedonians 
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cedonians, ftriving to cfcape, loft half 

the lading*." 

The great weight of the oppofition to the 
^odlrine of the divinity of the Holy Spirit^ 
was in Afia Minor, where it was encoun- 
tered by Bafii, and the two Gregories ; but 
it was fo violent that it amounted to a kind 
jof perfecution. Nothing gives fo much 
alarm to the people, as a change in the 
public offices in religion ; and Bafil feems 
to have given occafion to the violent outcry 
againft him by iinging glory to the Holy 
Spirit^ as well as to the Father, and the 
Son, He fpeaks of his being perfecutcd on 
this account, in his treatife on the Holy 
Spirit +• He fpeaks of the doftrine about the 
Holy Spirit as what intercfted all people J. 
JIc reprefents it as a fubjeft of univerfal dif- 
cuffion, even by women and eunuchs, by 
Hvhom he was befet, afTuming the chafad:er of 

* Oi apstavot vavaynfraflBgf afroihea-av^ 1^ Xf^^ ^^^^ ^ ^^ 

fyrafoplt^afTToahEa'aif. De.Sp. S. P{>era, vol. 6. p. 220. . . 
+ Cap. 26. Opera, vol. 2. p. 361. 

cents ismfuHoi gm^&vTau, Horn. 27. Opera, vol. i. p.'522.' 

' - . . judges, 

4 
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jadgcs» and not of learners*." In another 
place» he complains of perfons ^* teazing 
*^ him with queftions about the Holy Spirit, 
'* not with any view to information^ but 
^' that if his anfwers (hould not plcafe 
*^ them, they might have a handle to make 
'* war againft him •{-." 

He fpeaks of the zeal of his opponents 
in the ftrongeft terms. ^* They would 
•* fooner," he fays, *' cut out their tongues 
•' than fay Glory to the Holy Spirit. This 
'* is the caufe of the mofl violent, and irre- 
•* concileable war with us. They fay that 
*' glory is to be given to God in the Holy 
*• Spirit, not to the Holy Spirit i and they 
^' obftinately adhere to this language con* 
•• cerning the Spirit, as expreffing a low 
** opinioA of him %.*' •* When I was lately 
'' praying before the people, and fometimes 

i^Ki^tntm /SkA^oioii « mHoi n KxSuf mC>i^(* Horn. 27. 
Opera, vol. i*p. 523. 526. 

m( nfAAJiy ToJTfiF afofftm 3i«auv ix<^ itiuJi ru viM^nh De 
Sp. S. Opcrji, vol. 2. p. 292* 

Y 4 m. 
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•* concluding with the doxology to the Fa- 
'^ ther, with the Son and Holy Spirit, and 
^* fometinacs through the Son in the Holy 
^' Spirit, fomc who were prefent laid, that 
^' I ufed phrafes which were hot only new, 
^' but, contradidory */' He fays that *' he 
** was accufed of novelty, and as an inventor 
*^ of new phrafes, and that they fpared no 
** kind of reproach, becaufe he made the 
*' Son equal to the Father, and did not fe- 
*^ parate the Holy Spirit from the Sonf; on 
^* which account, he fays, he applied to 
** himfelf our Saviour's faying blejed are j$ 
•' when men reproach you^ ^c!^'* And fpeak-* 

vn;^ TH nsvetf/icQoi ve^isx^Axt, Dc Sp.S.vol. 2* cap« 25. p. 347, 
* Hfoatux^/jLew) fjuH mpcm M& 'n Xa«, lej ofAfoh^p; tw &fo?^ 

Oi^^ri?^ wsvavhosg sx^^* Ibid. p. 293. 

fco ayiO¥ wi^fjuc im iiirajfiEv am T8 v« . oSiv vuJispcj'ouig rfiog «) 
ftcuvohfinf 3^ ^iufdoi pHLcoW, -j^ n ya^ ax* rw «roFfi3ir(UF iKrcBua* 
>i(ny. Ibid, c^p. 6. p» 301. 304. 
X ihf vnffAn aTtx^ St^x^fom^nr rcui^otSbpai;^ atrs u ftn Xmrnt 
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ing of his own refolution, ' he fays, " wc 
** muft obey God rather than man *." 
Thefc circunaftances clearly fliow that the 
great mafs of the people exceedingly dif- 
liked the doSrine for which Bafil ccm- 
tended. The fame ftate of things appcjrs 
alfo from the writings of Gregory N^zian- 
ssen, who fays, " the heretics fay, whdevcr 
*> worfhipped the Spirit, either of the an.* 
*/ cients or modems •{•.'* 

If what Jerom and others fay J, be true, 
that *^ Donatus agreed with the Arians, 
^' with refpedt to the Holy Spirit/' it will 
be &n argument of fome weight in favour. 

ua^m yap trf, ^<v, 6lac9 onihtraaw vfjtas [^ iito^toon jy tmmi 
va» trnwifov p^ Koff nfAm 4^ibfAsvdi] tvsxBv ef/tn. ■ -Etti nShic 
^ 'mDitfUKtv nk ftaSf* n/Am ^iow»wwiki ri^ • 'mza-m h voXttg^ )^ ' 
m»i*^ 1) f^XP^i '^('trm «^^ 7w f^uk^m lia^ym. Cap. 26. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 361. 

%£tv Sf^ iii fjux>9^ n av^^TTotg. Ibid* p* 313. 

n Twvem, Or. 37, Opera, p. 559. 

% Extant ejus muka, ad ftiam haercfim pertineiitia, et 
de fpiritu fanfto liber; Ariano dogmati congrutns. Cata- 
Jogus fcriptormn, Oper^, vol, i- p. 3I|« 

of 
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of the novelty of the orthodox opinion. 
For the Donatifts were not diftinguiflied 
from other chriftians, with refpeft to the 
divinity of CKrift. 

. One kind of argument ufed by the Ma- 
cedonians, feems to have gravelled the 
^orthodox exceedingly; as it aflfeded the 
diftindion between the Son and Spirit, 
which it has been feen they could never 
clearly make out ; I fhall recite the objec- 
tion as it is ftated by Athanafius, Bafil, and 
Didymus of Alexandria; and it is of a 
nature to relieve the drynefs of thefe dif* 
.cuffions. 

" If the Spirit is not a creature, nor yet 
•* one of the angels, but proceeds from the 
*^ Father, is he net alfo a fon ; fo that he 
** and the logos are brothers ; and if he be 
** a brother, how is the logos the only be- 
** gotten fon ; and why are they not equal ? 
** But the Son is faid to be begotten after 
'* the Father, and the Spirit is after the 
'* Son, If he be from the Father, why is 
^^ he not faid to be begotten, fo that he 
** is a Son, and not fimply a Holy Spirit, 

"But 
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^* But if the Spirit is from the Son, is not 
'' the Father the grandfather of the H0I7 
•« Spirit*." 

" The Holy Spirit, if he be God/' as 
the objedion is dated by Bafil, ^' muft 
** either be begotten, or unbegotten. If he 
*^ be unbcgotten, he is the Father ; if be« 
'^ gotten, the Son ; and if he is neither 
^' begotten nor unbegotten, he is a crea« 
*• turef /• ** If the Holy Spirit is not 
*• created," as the objedion is ftated by 
Didymus, •* he is either the brother of 
*• God the Father, and the uncle of Jefus 
" Chrift, or clfe he is the Son of Chrift, 
** and the grandfon of God the Father; or 
*' he himfelf is the foa of God, and then 

* El ^ nkriAct m, /or^ rm afrt>M9 n^ rror, oxx' ok nr walfog 
nvtifCMU, ttonr mo; f n <) aJh^ . iy ivo ait>Jpoi urv» etuhi ti 4) • 
hsyoi * t^ n eiojp^ cfiy «v( fwvcyvmt Xoro(« n w»f mm i^m, a}Xo 
/op, ftiia Tw vcOtfa ytytmlcu to 3^, /ula rm mcv on^Scu * mmf 
3f n u Tir valfOi cny, « Mytlcu 1^ aJh ytymm^su * fi A mof nv 
a»C ovAdK ^ntVfAa aym* ahrv wttn mnvfM^ loaar vcuntoi (nv 
vohf TV wftvfisihi. EpifL Ad. Serapion, Opera, vol. i. 
p. 189. 

-f Aytmihf rm n ytrrS^f . fi fuv yetf arfVfrSm^ 9eOnf • a h ytfH 
n^ MX . a hpai Afor tdir, Jkffi»a. HoiD* 27. Opera, 
vol; I. p. 514. 

*• Jcfus 
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** Jefus Chrift will not be the only bes- 
^* gotten Son. Thefe/' he fays, ** were 
•* ufud topics of argument */' As no fa- 
tisfidory anfwers could ever be given by 
the orthodox to thefe queftions, which arc 
calculated to fet their dodrine in a very 
ridiculous point of light, it is no wonder 
that fo long a fpace of time, aided by the 
authority of councils and emperors was ne*^ 
xeflary to e(labli(h it. 

One argument to prove that the Holy 
Spirit is a creature, was drawn from John 
i. 3. where it is faid that every thing was 
made by the logos, and without him nothing 
was made. But to this Epiphanius anfwers, 
that the true reading was without him no^ 
thing was made that was made by him^. But 

♦ Idcirco lUud quod folent traftare praBtereo,lacrilcga 
adverfus nos audacia proclamantes. Si fpiritus fan£tu$ 
creatus non eft, aut frater eft Dei patris, am patruus eft 
unigeniti Jefu Chrifti : aut filius Chrifti eft, aut nepos eft 
Dei patris : aut ipfe filius Dei eft, et jam non crit unige- 
nitus Jefus Chrilius, cum alterum fratrem habeiat. De 
Sp. Sv in Jerom's works, vol. 6. p. 234. 

v:c(riv Ttng ev to) stveiv 'srexila St* aJk iyBvelo^ )y X^f^ ^^ £7Ci«If 
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thisy befides Tuggefting no meaning at all, ' 
appears to have no authority befides his 
own. 

In this controverfy great ftrefs was laid 
on the force of fome Greek particles ; as 
appears from Bafil, ^* As it is faid, 1 Cor. 
•* viii, 6. there is one God, the Father, of 
'* whom (f( 1) are all things, and one Lord 
*^ Jcfus Chrifty by whom (ii«) are all things, 
** and one Holy Spirit, in whom (on) are all 
'* things, they (i. e, the heterodox) (ay that 
'* the % «t and o •, are proofs of a diBTerent 
*' nature ; and therefore, that the Son was 
m^moi (unlike) to the Father*/' 

Confidering the violence with which this 
controverfy was conduced, it (hews great 
moderation in Gregory Nazianzen, to ex- 

|u TO ffyMV >a£o{hu ^^o^^oAu wtpi tw flwjy»awT» i^ ts oto t« 

OKryfn^ Atf ixn • «»!» * «* irfnlo ^ xnfK aim tytme iiSiy, 
• Ttyomir amm* rma vn n n yvyort, 4* mm ryfyrro. An- 
coneus, (cSL 75* Opera, voL a. p. 8o. 

• Eti S«05 j^ voTDf f { « T« vomi )|^ 11^ npa banf xpri^f » 3l 
« ra Torro, jmb it «vny«a oryio?, « « ra vavro. — Akj^aov 9i t« 
4 « f« 1^ «» ONj^Mioc ofa aoi m «flrrf< o m:;. De Sp. S. Op. 
ToL t. p. 294* 

prefs 
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prefs hlmfelf fo favourably conceroiog the 
Macedonians. For he fays, •• We admire 
*• their lives, but do not approve their 
«* faith *." It is evident, that Bafil thought 
proper to yield, in fome meafure, to the 
times, and the circumflances in which he 
found himfclf. That he might not ex* 
elude too great a number from commu- 
nion, he advifed that, without entering into 
nice diflindions, all thofc (hould be ad- 
mitted who did not fay that the Holy 
Spirit wets a creaturcf. 

Or. 44* Opera* p. 7 lo. 

f hWil Uf 'VO/>.fC TOUjCa VHnCtU Xr7^ 7« mfOffiaTtH 7* 

^yi^t ^} "wo^Xouyyucffai n/inijij u< 7rr jt3t7« «vrii 3^<r 
^fyt^r, «e^/vuci, i//u«c os^ i^tf %;* ff/ur ii( •Aiy«r mfiium 

Opera, vol. 3. p. 223. 
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CHAPTER X. 

Of the Dodrine of the Trinity after the Coun- 
cil of Nice. 

A FTER the council of Nice, we find a 
very different kind of orthodoxy from 
that which prevailed before. It was a 
maxim with the Antcnicene writers, that 
the Son was inferior to the Father. They 
even expreffed themfelves, as has been feen, 
in the (Irongeft manner upon this fubjedt, 
and were folicitous fo to do in order to 
remove the odium under which it is evi* 
dent that the new dodtrine of the divinity 
of Cbriji then lay. But as the chriftian 
world, and efpecially both the philofophi- 
cal and the governing part of it, began to 
relifh this doftrine (being one of which 
they were lefs aihamed, than of being the 
difciples of a mere man) the Platonic doc- 
trine of Chrift being the logos of the Father 
was purfued to its jud extent ; and, ac- 
cordingly, the Son was then pronounced to 

be 
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be of the fame fubftance with the Father^ 
and therefore equal to him in all refpefts. 

At this, though nothing more than the 
natural confequence of the doctrine of 
Chrift being the logos of the Father, many 
revolted; and this . circuoiftance, among 
others, contributed, no doubt, to the fchifm 
of the Arians; who, firmly retaining the 
former dodrine of the inferiority of the 
Son to the Father, and yet feeing the im- 
poflibility of holding this with that of his 
being the proper logos of the Father, main- , 
tained that he was a created logos^ or fimply 
a fuper-angelic fpirit, created (as was then 
the opinion) out of nothings but ftill the 
maker of the world under God, as had been 
afferted of the former logos. 

The alarm given by the new dodlrine of 
the perfeB equality of the Son to the Father 

« 

was the greater, as, in the Sabellian con- 
troverfy, it had been incautioufly afferted, 
not only that . Chriil was inferior to the 
Father, but even of a different fubfiance from 
him. For, as the learned unitarians had 
talked of the divinity in the Father and 
that in the Son- being the very fame^ their 

opponents 
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opponents had maintamed, that it was quite 
different I and this language had been uni* 
formly held till the rife of the Arian con* 
troverfy ; fo that thofe bifhops who depof* 
ed Paul of Samofata, and thofe who were 
aflembled at Nice, held, in fadt, quite oppo* 
iite dodrines ; the one faying, that the Son 
was not confubjiantial with the Father, and 
the other, that he was fo. But at thofe 
different times they had different objects, 
and attended Icfs to the propriety of their 
language, than to contradiA their oppo- 
nents. 

Not with (landing the prevalence of the 
new dodlrine, we perceive feveral remains of 
the old, viz. that of the Father being the 
folc fountain of deity, which ncceflarily im- 
plied feme kind of inferiority in the Son, both 
at the time of the Council of Nice, and 
afterwards. Indeed, that great principle 
(which flrongly militates againfl the doc- 
trine of the equality of the Son) was never 
properly given up at any period i and in 
words it is, I believe, in general, maintain- 
ed by thofe who are called orthodox in the 
prcfcnt age. •• There is one God/' fays 

VoL^II. Z Athanafius, 
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Athanafius, ^* becaufe there is one Father*.*' 
Bafil alfo fays, •* there are not two Gods, 
*^ becaufe not two Fathers -f*.'' And Cyril 
of Alexandria acknowledges, that " when 
•* the fcriptures fpeak of one God, that name 
*« is to be applied to the Father only, with 
** whom the word was J/* But Pope Da- 
mafus, in the fourth century, anathematized 
thofe who faid that the Father, exclufive of 
the Son and Spirit, was the one God §. 

* Eti^%9f i\i Ktti ^Alnfiif. Contra Sa1}en. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 655, 656, 

f Ov J^vo ^ioi, ovJ^i 7«p cTuo TATipff^ Horn 27. Opera, 
yol. 1* p. 521. 

% Quare quum. unui^ Deum prxdtcare fcripturam in* 
veniamus, patri folum modo id nomea vere attribuimus, 
apud quern erat verbum. In John, cap. 3. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 603. 

§ H *9<tKiV i;7l^€Ao|Ui o( 7cy vtov xet/ to ^rrsufctf 70 ay^ov 

^Ai ivtt ^iov, AfAiifJtA is^m. Theodoriti, Hift. lib. 5. 
cap. ii<p. 8ii, 
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SECTION I. 

The DoSlrine oftheperfeSi Equality of all the 

Perfons in the Trinity. 

^npO (how how far the fentiments and 
language of the orthodox Fathers 
changed after the council of Nice, I (hall 
produce paflages from the mod celebrated 
of them^ in which they exprefs their opi- 
nion with refpedt to the perftS equality of 

the Son to the Father^ or that of all the 
three perfons to each other. 

Whereas it had been the univer(al Ian* 
guage, from which no perfon thought him- 
fcif at liberty to depart, to fay that the Fa«. 
thcr was the one true God^ it was now the 
cuftom to fay, that the Trinity was the one 
God. This is the conftant language of 
Audin. Speaking of the immcniity of the 
divine nature, he fays, •• fo is the Father, 
'* To is the Son, fo is the Holy Spirit, fo is 
*• the Trinity, one God*." Accordingly, 

* lea pater, ica filias, ita fpiritus fandus, ita trinitas. 
unus dcus. Epift. 57. Opera, vol.a. p. a74. 

Z 2 in 



340 The DoSirine of the Trsmty Book II, 

in explaining the faying of our Saviour, 
there is none good but one, that is Go J, he fays, 
"* It is not faid, that there is none good but 
^^ tht Father, but there is none good but 
** God. By the term Father is meant the 
*• Father, but by the term God is meant the 
'* Father, Son, arfd Holy Spirit; for. the 
.••Trinity is the one God*." The.Tri- 
nity is the one only God, good, gteat, eter- 
nal, omnipotent, who is to himfelf unity, 
deity, magnitude, goodncfs, omnipotence •f'. 
Leo the Great fays, " the whole Trinity 
** together is one God J/' This doc- 
trine is alfo afTcrted in the large creed afcrib--- 
ed, but very unjuftly, to Gregory Thauma- 
turgus. Opera, p. 19. 

* Non ait nemo bonus nifi folus pater, fed nemo bonus 
nifi folusdeus, in patri? enim nomine, ipfe per fe pater, pro- 
nunciatur, in Dei vero et ipfe, et filius, et fpiritus fandlus, 
quia trinitas unus Deus. De Trinitate, lib. 5. cap. 8. 
Opera, voL 3. p. 320. 

+ Et hacc trinitas unus Deus, Deus folus, bonus, magnus, 
aetemus, omnipotens ; ipfe fibi unitas, deiias, magnitudo, 
bonitas, omnipotentia. De Trinitate, lib. 5. fed. 5. 
cap. II. Opera, vol. 3. p. 322. 

t Tota fimul trinitas eft unus Deus. Str. 75 .Opera 
p. 1 6c* 

, Alfo, 
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Alfo, whereas the Son had iormerly bech 
faid to fee inferior to tibe Father in his 
higheft, or divine nature, as having been de- 
rived from him, the language na^ was, that. 
With relped to his divine natom, he was per- 
feftly equal to the Father, and iiafei;ior orlly 
with refped: to his human nature; and this 
is the language that continues to be held to 
this day. " The Father/' fays a writer 
whofe work has been afcribed to Athatiafius, 
^* is faid in the icriptures to be greater than 
** the Son; but it is neither in magnitude, 
*^ in time, nor in nature ; but as the father 
** of a fon made man ; and on aocount of his 
♦• being made man, he is \tk than the an- 
*'gels*." '* Whatever mean things,'* ifays 
Athanafius himfelf, ** are iaid of Chrift, 
^^ they refpedt that ftate of poverty which he 
'* aflumed, that we might be made rich, and 
muft not give occafion to blafpheme the fon 
*^ of God f ." '' The Father^'' lays Am- 

p ctToroXo^ Dc Txittitatc, Dial. «. Opera, vol. 2. p. i58. 

Z 3 *^ 
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brofe^ ** gave the revelation to Chrift as a 
** man.^' He adds, that " the Son likcwife 
** gave it to himfclf, viz. his divinity tp his 
^' humanity *." "The Father/' fays Thco- 
phylaft, ** is the God of Chrift, according 
^* to his humanity, and his Father accord- 
*^ ing to his divinity "f*." 

This new do<ftrine furnifhed the ortho- 
dox with a fhort and eafy anfwer to every 
objeftion that could be made to the divi- 
nity of Chrift, from his being rcprefented 
as a mere man in the fcriptures. *' All the 
^' low phrafes,*' fays Theodoret, *^ we ap- 
** ply to Chrift as a man, and the lofty ones 
^' as God ; and this demonftration of the 
" truth is very convenient to us %."' This 

^ AVToU ^hturpniiimaiiiv katath vt\s t« ^6». Dc Humaa^ 
Natura, Opera, vol. !• p, 599. 

• Apocalypfis, revelatio vel manifeftatio interpretatur- 
Quod revelationis donum et pater filio dedit, fecundum 
quod homo erat, et filius fibimet ipfe, divinitas fcilicet ho- 
mini que/n affumpfit In Apoc. cap. i. Opera, vol. 5. 

P-36S; 

t'06of y.tv ytt^ rk ^p/roi/, xctTct To av^^tdTTtvov* vetrvp H 
KATA Tfiv ^toTtiTdL, In Rom..cap. 15. Opera, vol. 2. p. 144. 

X NtT yap rovf fiiv TetTiiVOVf 7uv Koyeav a( Avd-pava 
'VfO^A'/loiMiy, 76v( 0i c/N^HAoi/r KAt d-ioirpiTitf af «S-24>, kas 

gi/TfCTM^ Aydv M/Air trtv » T«f AKfi'^UAf ATOftn^if. Epift. 21. 
ppera^ vol. 3. p. 916/ 

lapguap 
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language is frequent with Chryfoftom. But 
the convenience which thefe writers fo 
much boaft of was unknown to their an- 
ceftors in orthodoxy, who always fuppofed^ 
as truth and common fcnfe requires, that 
whenever Chrift is fpoken of, his whole na- 
ture, and not a part of it only, was intended. 
On this principle Irenacus argued with the 
Gnoftics^ 

When the doftrine of Chrift being the 
creator of the world was firft advanced, he 
was reprefentcd as having created all things 
by the order of the Father. But now this 
was not thought to be fufficient. Idacius, 
writing againft Varimadus, the Arian, does 
not admit that the Son made the world by 
the Father's order, but fays, that he did it 
** by his own power and will, and that he 
•* governs them by his providence {* prov- 
ing this from Ifaiah, T'hus faith the 
Lord^ I have made the earth by my word^ and 
created man upon it *• 



* Si dbi dijceriot : quia filius juffione pauis fecit^ quas 
fiii^ flint. RcTp. Noa ut tpfe adAmis filiiim juffione (NK 
tris fecifle, que b&k Aiot, fed fui imperio ct rohintatc 
uoiTCffii ocaviti qu« creanda ton piavideatia fua per«- 

Z4 fpwit. 
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Alfo^ whereas it had been faid that the 
Son was the fervant of the Father, and 
miniftcred to him, it was now obferved 
that this fervice was reciprocal. ** The 
^* Father/' fays Cyril of Alexandria, " mi- ^ 

•• nifters to the Son, as the Pfalmift fays, 
^* Sit thou at my right hand, till I make 
** thine enemies thy footftool -f/* 

On this idea of the perfect equality of 
the Son to the Father, Chryfoftom obferves, 
that " fometimes the napie of Chrift is 
^* placed before that of the Father J." 

It had been thought to be peculiar to 
the Father to be invtjble*, but Cprealis fays, 

fpexit, Efaia propbeta dicente : haec dicit dominus : ego 
feci fermone meo terrain, et hominem fuper earn, ego foli- 
davi coelum manu, ego omnibus fyderibus mandavi, ut 
luceant in coelo. Bib, Pat. vol. 5. pw 380. 

t Pater vero miniftrat iSlio, ut <;:anit Pfalmifta : fede ^ 
dextris meis, donee ponam inimicos tuos fcabellum pedum 
tuorum. Si ergo pater, quamvis miniftret filio, minor 
tamen ipfo propterea non eft : nee filius quia patri fub- 
jicitur, minor patre putandus eft. Thefaurus, cap. 8. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 304. 

Ti CK9 mom. In Gal, i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 964. 
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*' the Son Is invifible, becaufe none can 
«« know him but the Father*." 

The principles of the later and more 
rigid dodnne of the trinity arc rooft clearly 
cJcprelTed in what is called the Aibanafian 
ereed^ whoever was the author of it. Wc 
are there told, *' there is one hypoftafis of 
«< the Father, another of the Son, and an* 
" 'Other of the Holy Spirit ; but there is 
" one deity of the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
" their glory equal, their majefty co-ctcrnal. 
<< Such as the Father is, fuch is the Son, 
*• and fuch the Holy Spirit f /' The im- 
portance of holding this abfurd faith was 
deemed to be fo great, that the fame creed, 
having pronounced this to be the catholic 
faith ^ denounces, that •' if any perfon does 
^< not hold it wholly and undefiled, he muft, 

* Quia invifibilis eft filius fic docctur. Nemo novit 
filium nifi pater, ncque patrem quit novit nifi filius. Bib. 
P^ vol. 5* p. 451. 

\ A>^ rap ttrmrt waSfOi vrofoffi; • eOJ^ ru mk, ty eOJai 

moif rwtim «} to mnvf^ rv oyior. — Ai^ i nr n lodotePi mrt$f 
m u ftn rti m»rfi ti «» StCam( winwib ^»3wa( « ^/mrHtti^ 

Athanafiii Openb vol. 2. p. 32» 

^^ without 



34^ ^^^ DoStrine of the Trinity Book IL 

^« without doubt, pcrifli cverlaftingly *." 
The ftile of this Athanafian creed occurs 
in Auftin on the trinity, where he fays, 
that " each of the three perforrs is God, 
** yet there are not three Gods. Each of 
•* them is great and good, and yet there 
** are not three that are great or good, but 
*« only one -f-/* 

1 {hall now proceed with my cxtrads 
from the orthodox Fathers, in which their 
agreement with the principles of this creed, 
and their difagreement with thofe of the An- 
tenicene Fathers, will be ftill more apparent. 

n; Tov ouwa mtot^iIm, Athanafii, Opera, vol. 2. p. 32. 

i Ut quicquid de fingulis ad feipfos dicit, non plura- 
liter in fumma fed fingulariter accipiatur. Quemgdmo- 
dum enim pater Deus eft, et filius Deus eft, et fpiritus 
fan£tus Deus eft, qupd fecundum fubftantiam dici nemo 
jdubitat, non tamen tres Deos, fed unum Deum dicimu$ 
eandem ipfam prxftantiffimam trinitate^ : ita magnus pa- 
ter^ magnus iilius, magnus fpiritus fandus, non tamen tres 
magni, fed unus magnus. Non enim dc patre folo, ficut 
IHi pcrverfi fentiunt, fed de patre et filio et fpiritu fando 
fcriptum efl, tu es Deus folus magnus ; et bonus pater, 
bonus filius, bonus fpiritus fandus, nee tres boni, fed unus 
eft bonus, de quo di£lum eft : nemo bonus nift folus Deus* 
J^ib. 5. cap. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. J20, 

^*The 




CsAP. X, after the Council of Nice. 347 

** The trinity/* fays Auftin, '* 16 of one 
'< and the fame nature and fubftance, not 
*' lefs in each than in all, nor greater in all 
•* than in each i as great in the Father only^ 
" or in the Son only, as in the Father and 
^^ the Son together ; and as great in the 
•' Holy Spirit alone, as in the Father, Son, 
*' and Holy Spirit. Nor did the Father 
<' demean himfelf that he might generate 
•* a Son out of himfelf; but he fo gcne- 
*• rated another felf out of himfelf, that he 
^^ remained wholly in himfelf, and was in 
" the Son as much as when he was alone ♦.'* 
*^ The Son," fays Bafil, " is all that the 
*' Father is f /' *' There is," fays Gre- 
gory Nyflcn, •* a whole Father in a whole 

* Hxc trlnitas unus eft ejufdcmque naturz atquc fub- 
ftintix, non minor in ringulis, qu4m in omnibus : ncc 
nujor in omnibus quam in finguUs, fed tana in folo pa- 
irc vcl in fulo iilio, quanta in potre fmml ct fiiio, ct taiic^i 
in folo fpiritu fan^, quanta fimul in patre ct filio ct fpi- 
ritu fjnfio. Nequc cnim pater ut habcrct HIium de fc- 
ipfo, minult fcipfum, fed ita gcnuit dc fc alccrum fc, ut 
totiu mancret in fe, et cflct in filio tantns quontus ct fulus. 
Fpift. 66. Opera, vol. a. p. 319. 

f llajia m offa nv mahf. De Fide, Opera« vol. i, 
P 430* 

•* 5on, 
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** Son, and a whole Son in a whole f'a- 
** ther*/' This writer expreflcs his idea 
of the importance of this myfterious doc-- 
trine in the following manner: ** If the 
** confeflion of the holy trinity be ufelefs," 
** all the inftitutions of the church aie ab- 
** furd, baptifm, confeflion of fin, obe- 
*' dience to the commands, good morals^ 
** temperance, juftice, moderation, forti- 
tude f."" 

Whoever," fays Gregory Nazianzen, 
** maintains any of the three perfons to 
** be inferior to the other, overturns the 
^* whole trinity J." Jerom fays, that 
^^ iince Chrift is the power of God, and 
** the wifdom of God, he has all the Fa- 

* Ei 3e Q>^ mahlf ev oXo) rat vuo^ x^ o>jo^ vio; £v <i)^ ru walpi. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 901. 

+ Ei yap axpnTo; fiev mrm trefmiv re j^ rifjuety rvig ceytocf rpiaiog- 
woixoSw ofM^joyia^ avcmict ^t Ta eSd vtKkmot^^ ey it rotg Sea% rSan^ 
trw n cfpayi;, n 'jspoawx^^ to 0a7rh(rfjta^ n ruv afjictfiuy z^onYOpEwng^ 
n 'sepi rag tvlcU^ zTpo^vfjua^ d ifspi to rl^og Kotlop^mffig^ to Koia 0»' 
^poavm Pi8v, TO *ffpog to iucaiov jSXsTrciv, to fjtn raig tfTi^ufJuatg cS<f 
^etr^oi, /Uifle viimg vrrlaa^ai^ fjtiils apekg aTo>£ms(r^ai, , Contra 
Eunomium, Or. 10. Opera^ vol. 2. p. 277. 

t Km 0, Ti ay rcsv tpim ^oS» ^»fjtX9y to %ca HQ&euptiv vofju^ofXEy^ 
Or. 20. Opera, p. 338. 

^*tbprs 
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" thcr's pcrfcdions*.** Chryfoftom gives 

the preference to the Father only in name. 

«< I name the Father firft/' (ays he^ «^ not 

«• on account of his rank, but becaufe he is 

'^ the Father of the only begotten ;*' and at 

the fame time, he (ays, that ** there is no« 

^^ thing improper in naming the Son be- 

«• fore the Fatherf /* ** There is no dif- 

*' ference/' fays Theodorct, ** between the 

** Father and the Son, but in generating 

<^ and being generated* in emitting and 

«* proceeding :(•*' *' If any one/' fays Pope 

Damafus, ^^ does not fay that the Father^ 

^< Son, and Spirit, have one godhead, powcr^ 

^^ dominion, glory, and authority, one king- 

* Cum entm Chriflus Dei virtus fit, ddque (kpiendt, 
omnes in fc viitutes continec patris. la Eiaiain, lib. 12. 
Opera« vol. 4. p. 1 40. 

pBi$m uwm n am^jmot p xpf^ >V«^ d/XoTH^iS mm mAf oAh 
«X AK «dbflb( nciKA; Ser. 4, Opera, vol- 6. p. 34. 

wt^mm tm mmftmim^ mb. Dial. Adr. Aoouueof. Op, 
toL 5. p. 275. 

•*dom. 
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*^ dom, one will, and one truth, let him be 
'• anathema*/' 

<* The Son/' fays Ambrofe, ** knows the 
*« will of the Father, and the Father that of 
*• the Son ; and the Son hears the Father al- 
^^ ways, and the Father the Son, by an union 
*' of nature, will, and fubftancef /' **The 
'* Father,'' fays M. Caleca, ^* is a whole 
** God, the Son a whole God, and the 
** Spirit a whole God $/' According to this 
language, it would certainly have been 
moft natural to fay, that there wer^ three 
Gods I and this, indeed, is fometimes tacitly 
acknowledged ; but the fcriptures hav- 
ing cxprefsly aiTerted the contrary, thefe 

* El Tif /Leu mm r8 trodfo^i ;;^ rs mv, a^ th ceyoi wbvj^mK^^ 
fuanf dsohpo, dsfcTioy, iuvartuev fjuoev^ 3b|ay, Kifgioifla fuoci^ ^aaO^ioai 
puav^ Se^iKTiy, 3^ a^mScioy, avc&nfAa $r»^ Theodoriti, Hift. lib. 
5. cap. II. p. 211. 

f Scit autem Temper filius voluntatem patris, et pater 
filii, et audit p^trefn iilius Temper, et pater filium per uni* 
tatem naturae, voluntatis atque fubftantiae. Hex. lib. 2. 
Opera, vol. 1. p. 22. 

% Kcu yaf wa7»if ^£0{ o^oj, ^ 9 Vio^ Ssof oAo;, ^ to msvfia 'h 

crytwScoj ohos. Combcfis Aufiuarium, vol. 2. p. 203. 

writers 
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writers could not do it m wordtj ** To fay 
** that there are more Gods than one/' fays 
Hilary, •* is irreligious ••" 



SECTION II. 

Of the new Language introduced at and after 

the Council office. 

^[EW ideas always require new terms 1 
and unfortunately the nice diftindions 
which were now made with refped to the 
doctrine of the trinity, required more words 
than had ever been ufcd by theologians be- 
fore; nor was there any thing in the Greek 
philofophy to correfpond to the didindions 
that were now to be exprefTed. B<!(ides, the 
Latin tongue was much lefs copious than 
the Greek; and this afforded a new fource 
of embarraflment and contradidion among 
thofe who wifhed to fay the fame thing. 

To exprefs the difference between the 
three perfons, it was neceffary to have one 



^ Quia cc Deot did trrdigiorum eft. Lib. 11. p. 271. 

term 
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term which might be applied to them all, 
and another to each of them fcparately. For 
though they were one in a certain refpeS, 
that is, as God, they muft be called three in 
another (i. e.) as perfons in the godhead. 
The two terms that were candidates for this 
latterofiicein the Greek language were K<rwe and 
imrom;, ejfence and hypojlafis ; and though it 
was acknowledged, that in the Greek phi- 
lofophy thefe words had been ufed without 
any difference, it was thought necefTary to 
make a diftinftion between them now.— 
Theodoret, after obferving^that, ^* in the 
*' external philofophy there was no differ- 
<* ence between effence and hypoftafis, with 
** the Fathers they differed as common and 
*• particular y or as genus ^ndfpecies^ or iW/- 
** vidual^.'" Socrates fays,* that ^* the word 
** hypojlafis was not ufed by the ancient phi- 
♦« lofophers, but that by the moderns it was 
** always ufed for e^ence\.^' 

* KaTa J'^ 72 T0 rav "JTalsponv ^iid(rKa>d09 w ex^i iiaipopav TO 
jWMvo" i^f/' TO tSicv, n TO ysvog u7rEi> to etSb$, n to aro^v, Taumv 
}i(^uz 'srpo; rnv v7i:o<rcx^iv tx^i* Dial. r. Opera, val. 4.p. 4, 

t Iff ov fmloi oil ei x} 01 '^ro^sugt ^iy>o(re^oi tyiv >s|iv t aftHWop^ 
a:>0^,o'jic^oi vsklspoi Tuv (pi^OiToffin/ irwsx^^ ^^ '^ aaiag, tjj >^^t 
trg vicfCKf^oi^ {vje^wmio. Hift. lib. 3^ cap. 7. p. J 80. 

2 Before 
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Before the Arian controverfy it had, as I 
have obfcrved, beea uniformly faid by the 
orthodox, that the Father and the Son were 
different in their eflcnce. Origen expreflly 
fays this, as well as that the Son was fubjed 
to the Father ^. Alfo Athanaiius, in his 
fifth oration againft the Arians, maintains, 
that ejfcnce and bypojlafis mean the fame 
thing. The author of a treatife afcribed 
to him fays, ** whoever alferts that there 
** arc three hypoflafis, that is, three fub- 
** ftanccs, he, under the name of piety, af- 
** fcrts three natures-f-;" and this, accord- 
ing to the orthodox, conftituted the poly- 
thcifm of the Arians. ^' Accordingly, it 
<« was agreed,*' fays Sozomen, *' in a coun- 
'^ cil held at Alexandria, which Athanafius 
*• attended, that the word ejfence {hould be 
*' avoided, except in difputing with the Sa- 
** bellians|/' It was alfo maintained in the 

tn> MO(*t« vai^;, De Oratione, p. 48. 

f QuKquis autcm trcs i/Toro^tif dicic, id eft, tres fub- 
flant'u^. b fub nomine pictads trcs naturas conatur aflcrcrc. 
Opera, vo\ 2. p. 581. 

a^AkvamM ^£«inCl«,Ta3«377]^ll«arNtfMBaapelWny• ^ykMVUv 

Vol. II. A a t» 
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council of Sardica, at which Athanafius was 
prefent, that ** there is one effence of the 
** Father, Son, and Spirit, which ejfence the' 
** heretics call hypojlajis *." 

It was with refpedt to this difference 

about ejfence and hypojlajis^ that Gregory 

Nazianzen fays, ** it was ridiculous, though 

*' lamentable, that fo a fmall difference in 

** words Ihould occalion a difference in 

" faith;" and that " Athanafius perceiving 

** it was a difference in words only, having 

*' addreffed both parties with gentlenefs 

** and good nature, and after carefully 

*' examining the meaning of the words, 

*' when he found *that the two parties did 

** not differ in fenfe, gave them liberty with 

^* refped: to words, but held them flridtly, 

t£ Tu 'usdi^i K^ TO) vm TO ayicv *sntvpM 6}fA0>oy^o'av k^ rptaSa cm* 
pui^av' » fiom re a'a)fiam^ a)0\a }^ ^^vxv i'£>^tov x{^^ &|a^«y' 

I 

av9pQ7roVj ov o 9eog "hoyo^ ave}\aC£Vj sumyno'avloy xaBa jy roi^ 'tjo^fu, 
ijat>ina'tcK-ixoig^ ^iT^oaopoig eSoKsr sttsi 3e n Trepi mg ii<rictg ly vTToraa'eag 
fijWij Tag vtx^wriez; eJapMrltf >^ (Tv^yai 'sstpi rslav spi^e; xj iia>£^ag 
na-cxv^ Eu fxa^a trofug fxoi ^okho'iv opitrcu^ (jlh eI ^fpci? ^^^^J f^' Scs 
Taloig x^<^^ou roig ovo/jLouri^ wPw mnarig tuv 2a^£>?as 3b|iv eaSoiK- 
>£iv weifoUo. Lib. 5. cap. 12. p. 198. 

* H/jLBig h raviw 'srapsty^afjLev xj h^iSaffjLS&a, )y ravJnv ^xopusf 
Tnv Ha^Q'>^w i^ a7rdrQ>4mi 'wapaho'iy j) mrtv «; ofMT^iav, (mov sivai 

vTtorwnv 
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** bound with refped to the things fignified 
" by them*." 

The Latins having no terms to ekprii^ 
both eJfence'zx:<tA'hypi:fiafi!, as is observed by 
Gregory Naxianztn-j-, ufed ths word jui- 
jiance to exprefs_ both ; and, accordingly; 
they were much chagrined at the Greeks for 
making any difference between them. Je- 
rom cxprefles his refentment on this fubjeflr^ 
faying, that, " in the recdlar fchbols they 
•' had no diiFerencej. and who," fays hej 
•* will dare to fay there are three fubftancesi 
•' Let it fuffice ns to fay there is one fub* 
** ftance, and three fubfifting perfons, per* 

vTorewivWi ailJonx ai^lixoi xaim ■srfixra.yapa/xin, ■is/mdlfai xoi.vt 
vm j^ayiB tmv/^of. Theodoriu, Hid. Jib. 2. cap. 8, p. 81. 
* Hf Turn yhatot tityiavm ir rtw! eJoIe Siicpofa n vift tw -nxfiv 
liaifehKrfia. — Titor'wopvTL'tocwrDiuwrafiti? tunJ®- w^iMwXEmi' 
fiS^ ofUpOTi^a TO. itt^ Jclam is^aiai xj piAnvS/'iuwus, «) tot vOT 
tm >£y!ifisvai aJuiCa; (ItJora;. (tei Jit a-u/i^f SUi(v?a( to^t, Xj sicvSiCT- 

Or. 22. p. 395, 396. 

+ Tii{ yoo fuo; owria(, ^trntfiwivmrafftaii wysptwaiv ftet up 
Jifujv tw^u;- TO f*EJ yif tw^otii SViJwi iM! Miifc?, To H Tai^miv Tf j* 
iSioTuTof, tWVtflMwJE ;^Waf»T«( lT(tfMJ<S 9/«ia{, ««.'() Juw»^*£Wi( 3l* 

ytv5?nTa -ms *£if' fi«3«{ Tfcurlwt 1^ ow^'W wmov, Ji«~' — ' — 

OMTMft TW DTTortWlV, ^ 3ui TBTO avIaaOJ'iinK td «T|6*'( 

Tffif Bffuw wdf aJflxSwtn. Or. 21., p.. 395- 

A a2 
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fe6lly equal, and co-cternaL Let us fay 
nothing of three bypojlafes^ but keep to one *. 
Auftin alfo thought that no difference fhould 
be made between eflence and hypoftafis, and 
iaid, that in Latin they faid indifferently, 
that there was one cffence, or fubflance, 
and three perfons t. This is likewife af- 
ferted by G. Nazianzen in the paffage quot- 
cd above. 

Notwithftanding the diflike that was 
taken to the word ejfence^ it was thought 
neceflary to make ufe of it at the council 
of Nice, in order to cenfure the Arians, 
who held that the Son was created out of 
nothing ; and if the term ejfence be the 
fame with fubjlance^ and the logos be, as 
the orthodox faid, God of God^ or one God 
made out of another, the term o/^oar^©-, con^ 

* Tota fecularum Hterarum fchola nihil aliud hypof- 
tafin, nifi ufiam^novit. Et quis, rogo, pre facrilego tres 
fubftantias praedicabit ? — Sufficiat nobis dicere, unam fub- 
ftantiam, tres perfonas fubfiflentes, perfe£las, aequales, co- 
2eternas. Taceantur tres bypofiafes : fi placet, et una 
teneamr. Epift. 57. Opera, vol. i. p. 417. 

+ Non audicmus dicere unam eflentiam, tres fubftantias, 
fed unam effentiam vel fubftantiam, tres autem perfonas. 
De Trinitate, lib. 5. cap. 9. Opera> vol. 3. p. 32i» 

Jubjlantialy 
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fubflantiaU was, no doubt, very proper to 
exprefs their idea of his origin, as oppofed 
to that of the Arians. An account of the 
objedions that were made to the ufe of the 
term at that time, of the reafons for adopt- 
ing it, and of the fenfe in which it was 
admitted, is thus given by the hiftorian 
Socrates. He fays, that " the term con-^ 
^^ fubftantial was objedled to as implying 
** the production of one thing from an- 
** other, either according to divifiony or 
^^ fluxion^ or prolattony prolation fignifying 
" the production of a branch fronj a root ; 
" fluxion that of children from a father ; 
'* and divifion the making two or three 
** mafles of gold from one 5 and that the 
^* generation of the Son refembles none of 
*• thefe */' 

In defence of the term it was faid, that 
*« God is not to be qonfidered as a material 
** being, but as immaterial, intelledlual, 
*' and incorporeal, and therefore incapable 

kaI* »/ifr J^i 7^»f er/y o v/'of. Hid* lib. i. cap. 8. p. 22. 

A a 3 *• of 
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** of any bodily affeftipas ; and that th« 
<* fubjedl is tp be cpiifidcred in a divine 
*' and hidden njisijiner*." At length, it 
.was interpreted to n^ean •* from no other 
*/ efl'ence or hyp.oftafi&, than that of thq 
•'Father only-f-;" fo that the made of 
proxiudion, about which they could not 
agree, was left uodetefminjpd. 
. The reafoning of Chryfoftom on this 
fabjed: feems to. be fair, and to juftify the 
Fathers of Nice, For he fays, tljat '* every 
" thing thai is generated is always con- 
*' fubftantial with that which generates, not 
** in man only, but In all living creatures, 
** and ia plaats:^^'* that is, every ^hing 
produces its like ; and the maxim xxxyx& 
apply to the cafe of the Divine Beix)g» as 

r^T^uxulavouv^ Hift. Ub. I^. cap» 8. p. 24* 

Ibid, p, 25, 

J Tsio ya^ ax^ rcug y^a/pai; fMVoVj a»M i^ t>i MWi nsccHm tm 
«i®f wwft)v oofy\^ jcj Tn Tuv 'srpayfjLocIuv ^ucei fjiaxof^svov ernf . oil ya^ 
eiAOHO'tog yewyj^Ei; ra ymr^avli^ hk stt av^fWTTwv ^tovov, a>^a )^ etti 
(mv oTravluvy 3y zm hv^m rtlo iS'oi Tii av, Horn. 32. Opera, 
vol. 1. p. 406. 

well 
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well as to every other; fo that if the Son was 
really produced from the Father, from his 
own cSctiCQ, and not created out of nothing, 
he muft neceflarily be confubftantial with 
the Father. 

Still, however, the term ejfence was not 
reliftied. The reafon of this is more par^ 
ticularly given by Socrates, who fays, that 
the word effence, though ufed with fim- 
plicity by the Fathers, yet being unknowa 
^* to the compion people, and not being 
^* contaiped in the fcriptures, gave ofFeace ^ 
♦* fo th^t it was thought proper to difufe it, 
*•* ^nd that no mention fhould be made of 
*' the eflence of God for the future ; but 
*' that it fliould rather be faid, that the 
** Son is lil^e to the Father in all things*/' 
Notwithftanding the oppofition made 
by the Latin church, the language adopte4 
by the council of Nice continued to be in 
ufe; though even fo late as the time of 

• To Je ovo/xa T»ij d^taj Sbt to cw^re^ \mo tm 'scB^m te- 
Sfiio^oi, cxYvoafJUEvov ik inn Toxvy^oucVy ^naviaXov ^^£<v, ^lat to /juSe rof 

fjf/nfmf acioig tfjn ^sh Btvai ra MiTpi^ iia to to; ^tia^ y^afag firiSdfjLn 
*tfi^ 'ma^Qi K^ Vi8 aaia^ fu^7^ . oimiqv 3^ T^yoim roy viov Ta> 
flBTflSfi KoSa fffavla. Hift. lib. 2. cap. 37, p. 1^7. 

'^Aa 4 Bafil, j 
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Bafil, the fignification of thefe terms was 
not fo well fettled, but that many pcrfons, 
he fays, confounded ejfence with bypoftafis'^ . 
The term (puai^^ nature ^ it feems, had been 
propofed by fome, but with refpedt to the 
dodrine of the trinity, Gregory Nazianzen 
fays, that he preferred the word ejfence^. 
And in time the term ejfence was eftabliftied 
as the general name, applicable to each of 
the three perfons, and hypojiajis was applied 
to them feverally \ ; (o that it was thought 
proper to fay that the trinity confifted of 
three hypojiafes in one ejfence ; and alfo the 
term vgo(T6)'jov, per/on, was ufcd as fynony^ 
mous to hypojiajis^. This term was proba- 

^ ETTBiiii vti?0^ TO Hoaw TiK 8^<^, tvi Tw fjuKiMw iiy/fiaScav^ fUl 
iioiHfcvoflsf avo ts tuv uTToraatav Koyny roui cuHcu; awsfjLmTrloufftw 
vjrovoiaig : j^ otovlai itonpzpza ya^tv aaiav ri tmwraffn hsyeiv. Epift. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 63. 

f lb cof rig op^ug^ wiasf fia»s9 y| fvavf koAoo^ Or* 45. p. 

717- 

X Subftantiae {^ptmai) declaratio videtur ficut commune 
e( uniyer&Ie quiddam elle, nomina vero fubfiftentianimfin- 
gularum (iwrordwftj) fub illo univerfale praedicantur. Cy- 
ril. Alex. DeTrinitate, lib. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 362. 

ra 3c Tf ia, tomj vTrorcuTsa-iv eil w Wf oo-»9ro<f, riat fO\ov* Gr. 

Nazianzcni, Opera, Or. 32. p. 520. 

bly 
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biy borrowed from the Latin perfona^ which 
was always ufed in the Latin church to de- 
note the difference between the Father*, 
Son, and Holy Spirit ; for they faid that 
there were three perfons in one divine ef- 
fence^ or God. This, however, was de- 
viating a little from the original ufe of the 
term, which cxprcflcd a difference of cba-- 
raQer^ fuch as the fame pcrfon might ap* 
pear in at different times, and therefore 
favoured a little of Sabellianifm. 

Notwithdanding every thing fccmed to 
be fo well fettled about the meaning of 
thefe terms, yet as they were applied to a 
fubjed concerning which men could not 
pretend to have any ideas, they were no 
more than tatnftmnJs ; and thofe who pre- 
tended to fee farther into the fubjcft thaa 
others dill continued to differ, and even to 
refine about the ufe of the terms ; and the 
moft ancient fignification was not wholly 
loft fight of. Thus Damafcenus fays, 
that ** the word hjfojiajis has two fignifi- 
•* cations, viz. one of mere exiftence, in 
" which it does not differ from fubftance^ 
«« and fometimes that which fubfifts of 

•* itfclf. 
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** itfelf, by which individuals of the fame 
** fpecies are diAinguifhed, as Petpr and 
<< Paul*;" that is, bypojlafis may in one 
fenfe be ufed for effenqe^ to which, as I have 
obfcrved, it was originally fynonymous* 



w^^ 



SECTION III. 

Illujlrations of the T>oSirine\fJhe Trinity. 

i 
TT A V I N G fettled this new.dodtrine of 

the trinity, and afcertained the ufe of 

the terms in which it was thought proper 

to exprefs it, I come to give a view of the 

principal illujlrations of it. For though it 

was fpoken of as a greater myjiery thaa 

ever, and we are cautioned not to expert 

♦ Hypoftafeos nomen duplicQin fignificationem habet. 
Interdum ehim fimplicem exiftentiam fignificat. Quo 
fignificatu inter fubftanuam et hypoftafim nihil intereft. 
Vnde etiam nonnulli fan^^oruiR patrum, naturas, hoc eft 
byppftafes ipfas appellarunt. {nter4uiii rurfus earn, quae 
per fe eft, ac feorfxm fubfiftit, e^iftentjam ; qua fignification? 
indivi4uum id (]uod numero difFert, fi^nificat, ut Petrum, 
Paulum, accertum aliquem equum, Dialc<3ica> cap. 42. 
Opera, p. 641. . * . . - : . 

to 
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to find any thing in nature torefemble 
.it ; yet every writer, who thought that 
he had hit upon any thing that would 
contribute to make the reception of it niorc 
cafy, did not fail to enlarge upon his owfi 

conceit. Sorpe writers have done this with 

f ... 

a confiderable degree of confidence ; and 
by this means we may clearly perceive what 
\t was that, in their opinion, conftituted 
the relation of the three perfons to each 
Other, But in all their fchemes, the nature 
of the fubjedl reftricjed them to a choice of 
two infuperable difficultiea, each of them 
fatal to the dodrine of any proper trinity in 
unity ; for either the trinity or the unity was 
lieceffarily abandoned, 

Photius very truly obferves, that, " to 
** recite all the anfwers which the Fathers 
** have given to the queftion, why, when 
*^ the Father, Son, and Spirit,' are each of 
** them feparately God, we fhould not fay^ 
** that there are (hree Gods ? would make a. 
V hook, inftead of an epiflle*.-' I (hall 
not therefore attempt to give them all. 

mwiMt^ uax (in eis avaymf "ms^aa^euy r^sig^ ovS cvq;, ^sas osvofjt^-^ 
>^BiU Eyaj (Toi irafug hcu cuvlofjiMg e^co* Ha^ai^s^yi/aloi fJi£v yoig 
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The following explications are fuch as 
arc favourable to the unity of the divine 

nature, but unfavourable to a trinity. 

Fire, fays a vrriter whofe work has been 
afcribed to Athanafius, *' is one, but has 
'* three hypoftafes : its burning power is 
^^ one, and its fhining power another; fo 
'* that there are three hypoftafes in one 
'^ fire, viz. the fire, its burning power, and 
** its fhining power ; and yet the nature 

* 

'* of the fire is one, and not three. So 
•• alfo with refpea to God *." This is 
only giving one being two properties, to 
which no unitarian will objedl. 

Bafil fays, ** the greateft proof of the 
** connexion between the Spirit and the 
** Father and the Son, is, that it has the 
•' fame relation to the Father that the fpirit 

•roXXa not 'pouf^^ ro^ 9^ok fit^ 'SoSfOT'tv, £tg to SioXi/o-^ rw osra • 
fia» ToJhtv VTT avki Tni a>^Biaqy wsf n^ iO'ViiSix^ov^ apOovoig re 
^ofnyY&n xcu €tg ieov ^talilcutlou * fov tilig tmfxm^^ou ^I'kffuiu PiChw 
tlf^yixflfViTdK% cxvyfcxi^iie, Epift. p. 214. 

* iSbu to *swo sy sn, oX?^; m^ rptaoTtorcSov * cuHo vof-ey en to 
incomfum 'grvps ro hKatrnxov oJIh dltfov vfoaamov, jy to ^trmoif 
at!i^ a9^sov trfotruirov . iSbi/ T^ittov rpia vpoamra th evo^ vu^og^ yrynf 
ro trjFOKiifAeififif wp^ t^ ro uavrucov^ )^ jo ftiltriHov^ fua Se fvaig m 
tn/po;. j^ 8 ipu; ' ofMm ^ E7( ra ^h. Quefiiones alise, Ope- 
r^,vol. 2. p. 440. 

''•of 
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•• of a man has to the man *." To this il- 
luftration alfo no unitarian will have any 
objedion ; and Aill lefs to that of Marius 
Vidlorinus, who, in his hymn concerning 
the trinity, fays, •* when thou rcAclt thou 
•* art the Father, when thou proceeded the 
*' Son, as uniting all into one, thou art the 
** Holy Spirit. •)•/* After this wc cannot 
wonder that the Arians, as the author of a 
work afcribed to Athanafius complains, 
ihould charge the Trinitarians with SabeU 
lianifm, becaufe they made God and the 
Son to be one ^. 

In the famous controverfy between Rab- 
bi Nachmanides, before the king of Ar« 
ragon in 1263, the chriftian difputant 
made a trinity of the wifdom, the will, 
and the intelledt of God; and the king iU 

* To ]^ ftfyirov myinpiov tik m^o^ tot mtO^ i^-mm^u «m^ 

To«wifiaTefyiv«a. De Sp. S. cap. i6. Open, voL 2. 
p. 329. 

t Tu cam quicTcis paier o, cum procedb filius. 
In unum qui cundi ocdts, tu cs fptritus Tandus. 

Bjb. Pat. vol. 5. p. 360. 
t £t^ IdCfX^ ft * AO. MTo SbTiii^S^iMMC* AP. cmr 
nr»^ ftTOc, 9 maSy 1^0 mii m trw. Difp. contra Aruim, 
Opera, vol i. p. 116. 

lufirated 



366 The Do5lrihe of the Trinity Book 11. 

luftrated It by -the properties of tafte, co- 
lour, and fmell in wine. But the Jew an- 
fwered, that, upon this principle, he could 
prove God to be five-fold, becaufe God had 
life, wifdom, will, power, and ftrength *. 

On the other hand, the great mafs of corn- 
par ifons that were made between the trinity 
and things in nature, {hows that, in the 
opinion of the writers, the three perfons, 
though nomiftally one Oo(f, were, in fad, 
cohfidered as three parts of one whole, 
though fome of them will be found to ex- 
prefs three wholes, and to be only vfie \)y 
their poffeffion of fome common property. 
Indeed, the fubjeft did not admit of any 

thing better. 

The moft confpicuous of the emblems of 

the trinity is that of the fun. *' Know,'.' 
fays the writer quoted above, whofe work 
has been afcribed to Athanafius, *' fron^ 

t Poftea confurrcxit Frater Raymundus, de trinitate 
verba fadens, aitquf judxis ; agnofcke tandem trinitatem'. 

Deus enim fapientia, voluntate ac intelleau conftat. ■ 

Cseterum, rex in banc rem proponebat fimilitudinem, 
quam cairupti et corruptores magiftri ilium docueranl. 
Vino, inquiebat, ttia hsec infunt : fapor, color, et odor^ 
atque tria ifta res cadem funt. k. Nachpian, ?• 58-59'. 

«« this 
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** this, that as the fun has three perfons, fo 

** the one God has threfe perfons : For the 

•* fun's difk is the type of the Father, the 

** beam is the type bf the Sen, Und th^ 

** light is the type of the Holy Spirit. Say, 

** therefore, thus— In the fun there is a 

** difk> a beam, and light; but we do not 

** fay there are three funs, but only one; 

** So likewife in God the Father, Son, and 

** Holy Spirit, are not three Gods, but one 

*^ God*/' But it is obvious to remark, 

that neither the beam of light, nor the light 

kfelJF, can be calfed a fun^ as the Son ancf 

Holy Spirit are called God. Equally de- 

fedtive is Bafirs comparifon of the three 

perfons in the trinity to the rainbow and its 

colours, *' the fubftance of which,'' he fays, 

•' is one, but their diftindtion manifeft, 

^* though they run into one another -f-." 

iy ft{ Scof rpta'UTTos'oOog • ru^og yotp ns *sro3pog eri o iioTeog o riP^tcotog^ 
Ti/TTog T8 vtk £nv ii oaSig^ rVTrogmayiH ^m/sufAsSog en to pais th >i;u8* 
jy eiTte «7a)?, ^em th i3?a», ^taitog^ oanig^ jy ifoag' s >£yo/jtev dk rfstg 
D>4iig^ oMa sva j^ fxovov* ofAOiag )^ stti Ses, 'srahipy woj, jA ayiov 
fjTVBvixa tig ^tog j^ « tpug. Opera, vol. 2. p. 437. 

+ ilaTsp yap acstvo sy/jtev eriMola tw ho-uxv t« aspog, fso^a 3k^ 
tloiiR^ %(^yij^7, fcuvovlaif x^ fccvepag ra^ ^la^pocgroykjv^iayiyvtoakO' 

I f4£V' 
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The pretended Dionyfius Areopagita, 
with great ingenuity, compare^ the union 
and diJlinSlnefs of the three perfons in the 
trinity, to the perfefl: union, and perfedt dif- 
tin<5lnefs, of the light of a number of lamps 
in a room, none of which can be diflin- 
guiflied from that of the others ; and yet 
that they are really diftindt, appears by re- 
moving one of them, when it takes its own 
light only along with it, and leaves that 
which belonged to the reft *. 

To pafs from the fun to vifion^ I fhall 
here obferve, that Auftin fays, *' we have 
*' an emblem of the trinity in the thing that 
•* is feen, the impreffion that it makes upon 

gkpo9» M. Caleca in Combcfis, vol. 2. p. 243. 

oix cat T15, t^ otfAou, iuvatlo tsJe ts >afA,7r%p&' to ^g aTO rmdK* 
%tBV^ tM, *t^ 'Boefla ra fala 'tispisxoviog aspog ^latcptvca^ jy i^m anv 
^tfH ^oSipov, oT^axv ev oTsOig Ofuyug (Tvfxvcpaixsvm ' ct»M x} eya et roy 

tif Tftflp mvpaon VTrsiayaryoi Ta iai/alus CjJvtiihzvrSai «^ to kziov 
avoof fag^ «3cy t/ twv ilspm (foSlm ev soaj% Cw^TC.a-'yrayuEvov^ n t« 
BcaSk TO g {lipoid hoIc^ittov. De Divinis Nominibus, cap* 2. 
p. 170. 

'' the 
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" the rye, and the: fcafc of vifion -f-/* But 
this isftill more defective than the preced- 
ing. 

The grcatcft number of illudrations of 
tfie trinity, by the ancients, is drawn from 
the confideration of the mind of man and its 
properties ; and they were ted to look for 
thefe illudrations here, rather than io other 
parts of nature; becaufe man, b.ing made 
after the image of God, they took it for 
granted that he mud refemble the trinity. 

Gregory Nyflcn fays, that •* God made 
*< fuch a creature as man, becaufe he intend- 
'* ed to pubtifh the myftcry of the holy tri- 
*< nity, that being difficult to be under* 
*< flood, man might have in himfelf an 

-f Itaqtie potifEmum teilimonio utamur oculorum. Is 
entm rcnfus corporis maxime exccllic, et eft vifioni mentis 
pro fui generis divcrHtate vicinior. Cum igitur aliquod 
corpus videmus, hscc tria, quod facilUmum eft, confide* 
randa funt cc dignofcenda. Prima ipfa res quam videmus, 
five lapidcm, five aliquam flammam, five quid aliud quod 
vitlLri oculia potcft. quoJ uliquc jam cflc potcrat, ct ante- 
quam vidcrctur. Dcinde vifio quse non erat, priufquam 
rem illam objciEbim rcnfui fcnttrtmua. Tcrcio quod in ea 
re qux vidttur, quumdiu vidctur fcnfum detinet oculorum^ 

ij eft, animi intentio. Dc Triniutc, lib. ii. cap. a. 
so\ 3. p. 379. 

Vol. II. B b « image. 
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V* image, likcnefs, and pattern of the holy 
" trinity*.*' Even the Platonifts had gone 
before the orthodox in fuppoiing that there 
was fomething in the conftitution of the 
mind of man, correfponding to the thrSfe 
great principles in nature. This is ftrongly 
cxpreffed by Plotinus-j*. 

Of fuch illuftrations as thefe, the writ- 
ings of Auftin particularly contain a great 
variety ; but he was preceded in them by 
his mafter Ambrofe, and alfo by another 
writer, whofe work has been afcribed to 
Athanafius; who fays, ^'man, viz. the foul 
*^ of man, is the image of God; but the 
^ foul of man, being one, has three hy- 
^* poftafes, and three perfons. How ? 
*^ Hear. The foul is one perfon, but the foul 
** generates logos ^ i. e. reafon^ and now the 

* A<a ya^ Tot/Tw kJ yjom rvivcuhav touSov (m o ^eog HoSeaHevaa'tv^ 

iTTsiin £^c£XX£v £v HOfffM) Knpux^cu TO Tuf ccyiog T^iaibg fWm^lGV, 

t9i ivc-^^fjomvlov re ]^ axalcO^amkv • tva ex^ ^ ^^^ o narr tuma 

I jij ofJLOtoiffiv $£2, m" eutova )y Ofiouao'iv xj rag rvnag xj ra vofoSuy' 

fAocIa TW5 cvyioi r^iai'og. In Gen. i. 26. Opera, vol. i. 

p. 863, 

f Xlo-TTff h ev 771 ^vffti rpnla en ra £/f>?/ieva, nla xf>i vopuietv 
3^ 'Sjccf Yifjuv ravla eivou. Uybi hunev rois a^ijioig. En. 5. lib. i. 
cap. 10. p. 491. 

•* reafon 
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'* reafon is another perfon. The foul emits 
«* the breath" (or fpirit) ** and behold the 
*• fpirit IS another perfon. Behold then 
•* three pcrfons, thc/oul, reafon^ 2nd fpirit^.'' 
On this very curious i]lu(lration» no par- 
ticular remarks will be cxpe£ted. 

Ambrofe nukes the intelleS^ the nvill^ and 
•* the memory^ emblems of the trinity; and 
bc^%^ '' The intcOed is the foul, the will is 
** the foul, and the memory is the foul ; 
*• and yet there are not three fouls in 
•* one body, but one foul, having three dig- 
*• nities, or attributes." He fays farther, 
•* as the Son is generated out of the Father, 
*^ and the Spirit proceeds from the Father 
*' and the Son, fo the will is generated out 
•* of the intcUcft. as is eafily undcrftood by 
•* thofc who have knowledge •)••'* 

raiwa ixja n ^vx^i . <) •!; - eooi^^ . trot n 4^/x^ n Wfoffdircf . ii 
% ivx^ ytnfs toy >«7or, jtl i9< o ^070( eMo mpoffwm . n ^^icoi <** 
xopnni «{ Tur wkv, k) i}y it wm ox^ mfoavnrvf . ih wpocwai 
Tfifl, "hocnf >*W, *) ^rrm* Opcnu, vol. 2. p. 439. 

i let et inima mtellcAus, anima voluntas, antma m^ 
iDorta : noo tamen tres animx in uno corporc fed una ant* 

Bba ma 
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But Auftin has difcovercd the moft in- 
genuity in his illuftrations of the trinity, 
drawn from the confideration of the facul- 
ties of the mind. He fays, that ** memory , 
** inte//e3f, and love^ are an image of the 
** trinity V But he acknowledges that this 
is not a perfefl: refemblance, as all images 
arc imperfedl. He compares " the joint 
•' operation of the Father, Son, and Spirit 

to the joint exertion of the intellect. 



€€ 



xna tres babens digpitates. Nam ficut ex patre generator 
filius, et ex patre filioque procedit fpiritus fandlus : ita ex 
intelleftu generator voluntas, et ex his item ambobus pro- 
cedit memoria, ficut facile a fapiente quolibet intelligi 
poteft De Dignitate, &c. Opera, vol. i. p. 106. 

♦ Ego per omnia tria ilia memini, ego intelligo, ego di- 
ligo, qui nee memoriafum, nee intelligentia, nee dile£lio» 
fed hsc habeo. Ifta ergo did poflunt ab una perfona, quae 
habet hxc tria, non ipfa eft baec tria. In illius vero fuqi- 
mae fimplicitate naturae quae Deus eft, quamvis unus fit 
Deus, tres tamen perfonae funt, pater et filius et fpiritus 
fan(5lus. Aliud eft itaque trinitas res ipfa> aliud imago 
trinitatis in re alia, propter quam imaginem fimul et illud 
in quo funt haec tria, imago dicitur : ficut imago dicitur 
fimul et tabula et quod in ea piSum eft 5 fed propter piflu- 
ram quae in ea eft, fimul et tabula nomine imaginis appel* 
latur. De Trinitate, lib. 15. cap. 22. Op. vol .3. p. 469. 

** memory 
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** memory, and will of man, each of them 
•• being employed in the ads of each/' So 
he (ays, '< the whole trinity operates in the 
*' voice from the Father, the fle(h of the 
•* Son, and the dove of the Holy Spirit, 
** though they are fcparately referred to 
'* each of them V He alfo compares the 
trinity to the w/W, its knowledge^ and its 
love-]^.'' Again, he fays, ** to be^ to know^ 
*^ and to w/7/, are properties that mutually 
** involve each other ; and yet belong to one 
^* foul ;'* and this he gives as an illuflratioa 
of the trinityj. 

Manuel Caleca fays it would be more 
proper to denominate the three perfons 
from the nature of the foul, msm/, reafon^ 

* £t quemadmodum cum memoriam mcam ct intelkc* 
turn et voluntatcm nomino, finguU quidem nomina ad 
res fingulas rcferunt, fed tamen ab omnibus tribus fingulis 
£ii£U fum : nullum enim bonun trium nomioum eft, quod 
non et mcmoria ct incellcdus et voluntas mea funul ope- 
rata fint ; iu trioitas fimul operata eft et vocem patris, et 
carnem filii, et columbam fpiritiu fanSi, cum ad fingulat 
perfonas haec fingula rcfenmt. De Trinitate, lib. 4. 
cap. ao. Opera, vol. 3. p. 314. 

t Ibid. lib. 9. cap. 3. p. 360. 

X Dico autem hiec tria, eile, nofle, vdlc. ConfdT. lib. 
13. cap. II. Opera^ toI. !• p- ai9* 

B b 3 and 
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and love^ than from the body, by the names 
of Father, Son, and Spirit*." 

Gregory Nazianzen thought that the 
fouU its intelUSl^ and its dejhey were an 
emblem of the trinity, as not being di- 
vided from each other t*^' He alfo com- 
pares the trinity to the vaj, intellect, ?wry©"t 
reafon, and wvf»it*«, fpirit, of man ; but ac- 
knowledges that it is imperfeft J." 

According to Methodius, quoted by Gre- 
gory Nyffcn, •* the JouU the mind^ and 
** the fpirit of a man, are emblems of the 
** trinity; the foul which is unbegottcn, 
*• reprefenting the Father, the mind, or 
** logos, which is generated^ the Son, and 

WW, i^ rnnDpuz, aJIdv'ovQiiaiovlii. De Principirs, in Combefis, 

vol. a. p. 233. 

f Ou% fMi vou Mat rov vm t8 wal^os fin xwfi^SeAx VtfTok, ;|^ 
Tii?« Je 'BToXiv TO tsnufjiM TO aywv, ofMm^ iv Ta> vdJiw €vdvpirm¥ . ag 
yap HH tTi fjLBla^u vh kui sv^v(i.r\ffBid^ kou ^ux% ^MUf e^YV vxmf&vptou 
tiva Hcu TO! W, iilug aJe t» ayiti 'rnvtUfjuHo^ nat th ffokfo^ Mai th vc3» 
fo^, fiy fASffOi Tofjofv n ^tatftaiv enivcrj^rnm 'srole. Or. 45- p. 7 19. 

X Avici h /juav Mat tdv aJhw ul&foi ^riv dcoln^, an/afiX'^i ^^^ 

ytwinati^ j^ 'apoc^a ywpiiofJisvK^. ajj vw tw svi^tnf, hoi >joy6> moi ww^ 

/«a?r, Qcrov lOMKrdi twj ai^y)fA^ Ta vo)9a^ mm 1^ jw/»f wj 7» /juytfa^ 

Or. 13. p. 2ii» ' 

** the 
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*• to thofc who accufe us of making three 
** Gods» wc anfwcr, that wc acknowledge 
** one God, not in number^ but in na« 
** turc*." It is very extraordinary, that men 
fhould cxprefs thcmfclves in this manner, 
and yet imagine that they were not tritheifls. 
This writer alfo fays, •' a king and his 
•* image do not make two kings -f-/* But 
then the image of a king is not a king, 
though he would maintain that Chrift, the 
image of God, was himfclf God. 

Cyril of Jcrufalem varies this compari- 
fon, when he fays, •* the Father refembles a 
** king, who has a fon, who is a king alfo, 
** and who gives his orders to be executed 
•• by his fon X i* but here unhappily there 
are two kings, and not one. 

• l\\H ftt 7M€ tT»ff flt^arT«f f udi r« Tf /•5i«f, fjitfrt Atyi^ 
f^tywfjLif. Bpift* 141. Opeia^ voU 3. p» 164* 

i|A«A«yif, mw Ti i/xertfy koa ror k irir i u^mm Horn, ij. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 528. 

Tii/ciiiff TVf 'VCAt^f* Cat. II. Opera, p. 146. 

Auflin^ 
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In all the preceding comparifons, the 
three perfons are, in fa<3:, parts of one whole^ 
and yet this idea is reprobated by Auftin, 
who fays, *' there is another herefy which 
'* afferts that God is three-fold, that the 
^* Father is one part, the Son another,, and 
^' the Spirit a third, that all thefe parts 
** of God make a trinity, fo that none of 
** them are perfed: of themfdyes *.'* 

According to another fet of comparifons 
the three perfons of the trinity agree in 
nothing but in having one common property^ 
and in that fenfe, three men might make a 
trinity ; but then their unity is entirely 
abandoned. Athanafius, and many others 
after the council of Nice, became abfolute 
tritheifts on ttiis principle ; believing that 
the Father, Son, and Spirit, ai'e no other- 

q\a^ avJilaTyia^ ^ cv r^o]^ 'sra^siv avloi; TQig r^m to i^t sixova ^£» 
fuxy^a^Ho-a. In Geh. 1.26. Opera, vol. i. p. 859. 

♦ Elt alia, quae triformem fic aflerit Deum, ut quaedairi 
pars ejus fit pater, quaedam filius, quacdam fpiritus lanftus : 
hoc eft quod Dei unius partes fin t, quae iftam faciunt 
trinitatem, velut ex his tribus parttbus compleatiir Deus, 
nee fit perfedus in feipfo, vel pater, vel filius, vel fpiritus 
fanftus. Catalogus. Hser. Opera, vol. 6. p. 29. 

wife 
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•' Holy Spirit, who was not begotten, but 
** proceeded. Forthisrcafon,"hefays, ** God 
** did not breathe into her the breath of life, 
" becaufe (he was to be a type of the Holy 
*• Spirit ♦." 

He adds, ** If this was not intended to be 
*• a type of the trinity, why were not three 
** or four progenitors made, each having 
** their feveral properties? Whereas here 
** being an unbegotten^ a begotten^ and one 
•• i\izt proceeded^ they make an exad type of 
•• the trinity +-•• 

Similar to the illudrations of the trinity 
from the fub-divi(ions of the mind of man^ 

* Tv /Afv ocvaiTtov ij aytwAi Aia^ Tv^rov K^ cotora txpAf n 
et9aAniymarTt.yarrvimwhifmhfOfht]ymalfO(* tic 3f yiyvA n« 
aifhi tmon m f oiuxyf a ipcAoh tiiymife mujy >07oi/tv 3n* ti9;& a* 
^cfnh; Ei/a( cii^iat9ouans rmtwanrm mrntftaioi txTrofwimiftnrmnr 
2feo if$i nffvoTmnif avk e 3f 0( 9Km (mi. ita td rvgrov atSm iam r% 
TV ayoi wnypuB^ «>oiit 'Cy s*»K% v! %a to fuXKup auh^ & ayta «»fv. 
0uilo( Jbit^doi 3foy rm oAr; orra waA» «i«v i^ (mit. In GcD. i . 
26. Opera, vol. 1. p. 856. 

\ ^h fmAi foA mxra rA to naef fi«0My ti ^yt^JTr /m ntf'. 
#0ip(, II 3b, V vAfwvrf irvorta0ti( T«fv wpomaltpttt ytytvofft^ ma* 
ft0jayta9a( tx^trxt tsk vrDreAwK mkn ti^xMof ; Xryor 3ff to aro- 
rfhf «J to ymvTw, «? t« or«Qffv1:y« oA^ Tff < itj /mnk, «ny f;^Bf 

MOT fiMCia wo MiS* ((MOIM^iy TvmKKi Tf loJo, IT /|0m3« fV Tpi^IV 

MToTBi^f^fv, aifa>*&.i' « >aTcr fuAta t^tmcia n rpuA. Ibid. 

I arc 
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In the dialogue againft the Macedonians, 
written after the age of Athanafias, the or- 
thodc^x fpeaker is rcprefented as faying, 
•• As Paul, Peter, and Timothy arc of one 
*• nature, and three hypoftafcs, fo I lay the 
•• Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three 
•• hypoftafes, and one nature *." 

In the following illuftration of this com- 
parifon, it will clearly appear, that all idea 
oi a proper unity in the trinity was aban- 
doned 5 fince the three perfons were only 
confidered as having the common property 
of divinity^ juft as three men have the com- 
mon property of humanity^ ** Peter, Paul, 
" and Timothy, are three, but not three 
*< men,'* fays Theodoret, *' becaufe they 
** mull then have been difcordant to each 
** other, as Jew, Gentile, and chriilian ; 
** but if they fay the fame thing, and there 
** be nodivifion among them, they are three 
•^ hypoftafes, but one in the Lord \ be- 
** caufe they have one heart and one foul. 

ieri^gfe'^, S"* hiya ^i^r. Dc comm. Effcn. Op. vol. i p. 214. 
7fUf vTs^A^us A;2^&', KGLi (jiiAv ^vffiy. Opera, vol. 2. p. 269. 

'' They 
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*• They are three in number, but not on ac- 

** count of a divcrfity of nature, or heart*/* 

When the trinity was compared to Peter, 

Jarfics, and John, and it was obferved that 

they were three diftinft men, Gregory Nyf- 

fen replies, *' firft, that though this be the 

*' cafe with men, it is not fo with God/' He 

afterwards fays, that " the term is im- 

'^ proper, and that it is an abufe of language 

•' in this cafe to fay three men^ for that it is 

** the fame thing as faying there are three 

«' human natures -f ." He alfo fays, that 

r 

• Owe e]/ «» 8/fft Tf%/f riijf©^ KcuUdLvK&'f KaxTiyLa^^'^ 
O. Tf€/< y-iv itd «tA^' a Tf>m tty^sarrot . A. U&fi O* o}i 
T'f €/* iiffiv ay^^coTToi OTAV AvofJioietv i^affiy T«y Jtctf/zflCF, af 
EAA«r, Kcu iHoAi^y KcLt ;^f iriar^ • o]av <fi ro clvJo Myu* 
ctv ^ i/.n iTiv fcy avToii ^la-fxetlet, r^Uf ^iv e«7/r vTOTctatif 
11^ St iv avfiA), ijii&9 'r^x^y «;^o*'7€f Keu (JLtar Ka^J^iety . ;c«i 

Ad. Anomapos, Opera, vol. 5. p. 275, 

opaiAot^oiJLiy, Toffovi Kiyovlu rovi etpd-^TTovi, sy ov^t ^vtt rovf 
^avJet^fiiFi <f^i Tiff ^udf ^V(ri4){ iJiCa^u to ^Knd^oiTay^iup 
Tk J^oyy.et}o( Afl^of, jy ap/fl^ow 70.^ vi^a^cCTitff ^ rny 'O-Aif- 
^uvjtitnv ri)(iA(nAy ^ 4s-pt)^/«;(^o/t^€For.*-*fli/x«r rotpoy ^pafof 
KAJA^fnciv TtvA o'vyv^itAf e/m/Td ih^ J^ifi^nfA^'ti^ rn (pvcr^t 

KCtj^ Avio 70 ryi^ pV^i^iff OWIJLA 'ZrKft^VifltKaf OVO/JtAi^UV, KAt 

Mynff oJ/'O'oAAoir AV^forroi " aTt^ optony £r/ to Ag^g/y, on 
*ifoKhAt ifvffii$ Ay^^&TiyAt, Operas vol. 2. p. 449. 

** though 
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^' though the men are three, the Father, 
*' Son, and Spirit are not, becaufc all their 
** actions are joint, and none of them does 
^' any thing feparately *.*' '* With refpc<9: 
** to men," he fays, " there is no danger of 
*' being led into any miftake, as if more 
*' human natures were intended; but the 
** language of fcripture is more exadl with 
** refpedl to God, left more divine natures 
*' fliould be underftood, and therefore we 
•* are told, that there is but one God -f /' 

This writer exprefles himfelf more con*- 
cifely, and to the purpofe, when he fays, 
they are not three , becaufe there is one di^ 
vintyX*" And alfo Bafil, when he fays. 






iJ'/ef^oVTai in^yii rt x^fi^ t» ^HVfXftrof* Ibid, p* 455* 

//* 70 ixftJ^iva 70 To/«T« <r)(nfjLA7t 7tif (pm\]i iif 'trhn^oi dtv* 
J^^aToTurav 7cLii VTrovotttn iKTSTTUv, lAHtf^i vofjLi^uv iron.a.i 
Av^fa'Tnyai ^vfftti (nfiyaino-^cttf /let to 'BrA»-3'i/r7/;t«f *v*>*, 
yiK^vtntt To 7ns ^vaie,)( ofcyLA. to A ^iof ^m»r ''if 0,^(171791^ 
ffiliivaf KATA Toy ivsKov i^ctyyi>Xii Tuxor, tjjto «7fo^»'5v* 
ftiyj!, TO fin S^iA^o^isf gvffUi st/ 7vi( ^iiAf ao'ta^ vf tij i^au- 
^vv7iKn cnuAffiA T«y ^iay 'ZfAfUcrAyiff^Ai, J^io, ^ml, xt/- 
ftos ^io(, KV^ios in 1919' Ibid. p. 458. 

X A/A T/ tsp y 7fm ; 071 fcfcc ^io7n( Or, I. Opera, vol* 
1. p. 141. 

^ . / ^ " to 
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•« to thofc who accufe us of making three 
«' Gods, we anfwcr, that we acknowledge 
<< one God, not in number, but in na« 
** ture*." It is very extraordinary, that men 
Hiould exprcfs thcmfelves in this manner, 
and yet imagine that they were not trithcifts. 
This writer alfo fays, •* a king and his 
** image do not make two kings -j-." But 
then the image of a king is not a king/ 
though he would maintain that Chrifl, the 
image of God, was himfelf God. 

Cyril of Jerufalcm varies this compari- 
fon, when he fays, ** the Father refembles a 
*' king, who has a fon, who is a king alfo, 
** and who gives his orders to be executed 
•• by his fon | ;*' but here unhappily there 
are two kings, and not one. 

Ai>s/bt(r. Epift* 141. Ope;a« vol. 5. p. 164. 

f Ol//i yAf • JUITA T«r *yi^ 7* ^A^lAlXII itxV'i f r^Tf. 

^$0Myit, rwf 71 i/x9r«» jcm rsr v tr/r * fM«r* Horn. 27. 
Opera, voL i. p. 528* 

I Q^Tlf y«f ^ 7i( 0«riAcw» ^ih%a visr iX^^> ^A»^f r^ 
T«/Jif&iif 7ic ircAt«.f. Cat. II. Ope/a, p. 14G. 

Auflin^ 
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Auftin, who by no means keeps to one 
explanation of a thing, on one occafion ex- 
tricates himfelf from the great difficulty of 
making three gods in a very curious man- 
ner : He fays, that, '^ in faying the Holy 
** Spirit is God, or the Son of God is God, 
** and the Father God, I fay God three times, 
** but I do not fay three Gods ; for three times 
" God IS more than three Gods *.'* 

The different origins of the three perfbns 
in the trinity were thought to be illuftrated 
by the cafe of Adam, Eve, and their fon, 
in the follovvring ingenious manner, by Me- 
thodius, as it is given by Gregory Nyflcn : 
** Adam, his fon, and Eve," he fays, ** were 
*' types of the trinity ; Adam of the Father, 
*' who was without caufe, or unbegotten ; 
** his fon of Chrift, who was begotten ; and 
" Eve, who iifued from Adam, of the 

♦ Spiritus enim fan£lus Dciis, ficut dei filius Dcus, cf 
pater Deus. Ter dixi Deus, fed non dixi tres Deos, magia 
cnim Deus ter quam dii tres. Expofitiones in John, 

Tr. 6. Opera, vol. 9. p. 49. Something feems to be 

omitted after magis (more), perhaps he meant more fife, 
or more pious* Had he attended to his arithmetic, he 
would have found, that there is no difference between 
three times one and three. 

'' Holy 
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•* Holy Spirit, who was not begotten, but 
•< proceeded. For this reafon/' he fays, ** God 
*« did not breathe into her the breath of life, 
" becaufe (he was to be a type of the Holy 
" Spirit ♦/• 

He adds, ** If this was not intended to be 
*• a type of the trinity, why were not three 
** or four progenitors made, each having 
** their feveral properties? Whereas here 
•* being an unbegotten^ a begotten^ and one 
•• lYidXprcceedeJ^ they make an exad type of 
«* the trinity +/' 

Similar to the illuftrations of the trinity 
from the fub-divifions of the mind of man, 

enaikuiymarTvvatTvimwhHfApofhtiymcSfOf* tic Sk yoMjbt nv 

«flpvo)(EM3( ci^isu»ovffnf TuPTOvoTtv «iw/ia2o( oe7nfttfimmn>rmffir 
&o M tnfvaytmf aJk o ^0( 9Km C*mg^ ita td rvgrov cuSm tarn rtig 

0uiioihxiw^^to9rt0O9tanonamaa^'tnor9 t^ (t/m. In Gen. i. 
26. Opera, vol. I. p. 856. 

f El 3^ ^ id» foA Mxra rA to mot iutOfa^ ti 9»;xJZr foi tt^- 
raff (, II 3b, V «Aoo*f( arvorta0ti( tmv wpomaltparf yryovoo^i, «». 
ft0jayta9a( tx^trxt tsk vrDneAwK ai4vy tiiASaf ; Xrxw 3ff to orcy- 

1f49V «J TO riWTW, <r? T« OtWOftlfh^ OA^ Tff < 15J /Mull;, MJOOf fXttf 
MCn>* f JKMI wo WiS* ((MOIM^iy TI^VafDV Tf IoJa, it /I0m3« tr Tf l^» 

i^rorci^ftfiv, axo^oi&ci' 9t XoiTcr ^oidfv •i^/«o?ei3b n tynaA. Ibid, 

I arc 
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are thofe more ancient ones of the fountain, 
the river, and a draught of water ; and 
•that of the root, the ftock, and the branch, 
which are adopted with variations by Auftin. 
But thcfe all reprefent parts of one wholes or 
rather they are things that agree in one com- 
mon property ; and in this very circumftance 
it is, that Auftin makes the refemblance to 
confift ; for, concerning the former he fays, 
•* they are all water/' and concerning the 
latter, ** they are all wood */' 

After fuch a trinity as this, can we won- 
der that fome fhould be acknowledged by 
their frieiids to carry their orthodoxy into 
abfolute trjthefm. *' There are three dif- 
** orders,*' Jays Gregory Nazianzen, '* with 
•* refped: to theology with us 3 one of 
*' Atheifm, another Judaifm, and a third 
'^ tritheifm. Of the latter," he fays, " thofe 
*^ are guilty who are too orthodox among 

♦ Cum ilia regula nominis maneat, utradix 1 igmim fit^ 
et robur lignum, et rami lignum, non turn tria lignadican- 
tur, fed unum. — Illud certe omnes concedunt fi ex fonte 
tria pocula impleantur poffe dici tria pocula, tres autem 
aquas non poffe dici, fed omnino unam aquam. De Fid. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 146, 



t€ 



us 
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*' us *.'* Or can any perfon be furpnzed 
at the rife of a fed of tritheifts, of whom 
we have an account in ccclefiaftical hiftory t* 
After the exhibition of fo many wretched 
explications and illuftrations of the trinity, 
one cannot help approving the wifdom of 
thofe Fathers who were occafionally fen- 
fible of their imperfedtion, and therefore 
acquiefced in the dodtrine, as ejfprefled in 
the ufual phrafeology, without pretending 
to underftand it at alL Thus a writer, 
whofe work has been afcribe^ to Athana- 
fius, fays, ^* the trinity is an inexplicable 
*^ myftery," not to be enquired into J. Ba-^ 
fil alfo fays, that ** the mjfteries of thco* 
•< logy require to be affented to, without 
^* previous reafoning§/' '* Let no one,'* 
fays Gregory Nyflen, " infult us, becaule 
<^ we are not able to produce from all na- 

* Tf icjy yoi^ oHuv t«v vu9 'Bsft tW SeoXoyi^v a^^cdnfjijfklm Aieiai 
:^ InfMO-fM )y '5roX»Sfia;. — Tng h t/vsj ruv ayav 'ffognfjuv o^^a- 
Jolftjy. Or. !• Opera, p. 16. 

+ Sec Nicephori Hift. lib. 18. cap. 16 .vol. 2. p. 872. 

J Afpjov }y ovEx^aTov ro t^ ayiag tfiaiog v^a^x^^ ixurYigiov^* 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 232. 

§ Oi3w 3>i 8V X; TO Twj iiti^^icz; /avn?f coy, rm ncryig aSco'oans'^ 
mifsu; Earifoltt avyxciia^i^iv^ In Pf. 115. Opera, vol, i . p. 270. 

Vol, II. C c ** turc 
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•^ turQ a perfeft image of the trinity*/' 
Caflian fays, *' it is God's part to know, 
*' ours to belieye+/' And Julianus Pbmc- 
rius, Archbifhop of Toledo,, fays, " that all 
*• the labour of human difputation is to be 
** fet afide, where faith alone is fufficicnt:}:/* 
This being the cafe, it certainly would 
have been much wifer in thefe writers not 
to have attempted to explain what, in its 
own nature, was incapable of being ex- 
plained; as all their attempts could only 
tend to cxpofe it, and them, to ridicule. It 
was alledged, however, that though the doc- 
trine of the trinity be myfterious and in- 
comprehenfible, there are likewife many 
things inexplicable to us in nature. In 
anfwer to thofe who objected to the myftery 
of the trinity, Gregory Nazianzen fays, 

OfjLoioWo; tjfog Tuv T» ^a^oKBtfjuvH *sa^aTpuTiv. Contra Eunomtum, 
Or 7. Opera, vol. 2. p. 206. 

-|" Noftrum namque eft credere illius nofie. Dc Ipcar- 
natione, lib. i. cap. 5. p, 970. 

X Poftponenda enim eft omnis humanae difputatiohis in- 
duftria, ubi fidesjufficiet fola. Contra Judjeos, lib. 2* Bib, 
Pat. vol. 5. p» 223. 

there 
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there are myfterles in alJ nature, and in the 
mind of man. " If," fays he, *^ you who 
*' enquire concerning thefe things do not 
" underftand yourfelf, if you do not un- 
** derftand thofe things which you can ex^ 
** amine with your fenfes, how can you 
** un derftand God, what and how great he 
•* is? This is great folly*." 

The authority of the church was alfo had 
recourfe to, as an argument to enforce the 
reception of what could not be proved or 
explained. ** Spme tenets in the church," 
fays Bafil, **' we receive as preferved in 
^* writing, but fome are of apoftolical tra- 
** dition, handed down as myjieries/ both 
*• of which have the fame force with re- 
** fpedl to piety, and no one will queftion 
** them, who is at all acquainted with the 
•^ laws of the church -[•." 

snV) EiS'Eyai v7to>ai£oafBig 'y mo>^ rjilo m; a?^iag. Or. 29. 
Opera, p. 493. 

/lEV cx mg syf^a^H hiaaxct^g ^X^f^h '^^ ^^ ^ '^ '^^ aTTOi-oXior 
Tw avbtv wyon tXiM Wf oj tw eua-^euxv • km nloig siktg aflsfu og rtg 

C c 2 y» 
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Auftin pleaded for implicit faith by the 
authority of the prophet Ifaiah. ** It was 
** therefore/* he fays, " rationally faid by 
*^ the prophet (chap, vi.) unlefs ye believe, 
^* ye will not underftand ; where he doubt- 
** lefs diftinguifhes thefe two things, and 
** advifes that we firft believe that we may 
*' be able to underftand what we believe ; 
** fo that it feems reafonable that faith 
•* fhould precede reafon*." 

The Fathers having meditated fo much 
on the number threes it is no wonder that 
they fliould have got a kind of fondnefs for 
it, and have thought that there was fome- 
thing very wonderful in it. ^piphanius 
has taken pains to colledt all the inftances 
of this facred number from the fcriptures, 
and he makes above one hundred of them^f'. 

S. cap. 27. Opera, vol. 2. p. 351. 

■ * Et ideo rationabilitcr diftum eft per prophetam : nifi 
credideritis, non intelllgetis. Ubi proculdubio difcrevit 
haec duo, deditque confilium quo prius credamus, ut id 
quod credimus intelligere valeamus, Proinde ut fides pre- 
cedaft rationem, rationabilitcr vifum eft. Epift. 222. Ope- 
ra, vol. 2. -p* 859. ' 

t Oe Nutnmorum Myftcriis, Opera, vol. 2. p. 304. 

Auftin 
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Auftin having mentioned twelve attri- 
butes of God, reduces them all to three, 
viz. eternity^ ivifdom^ and bappinefs. ** Thefe 
** three," he fays, ** »re a trinity, which we 
*• call God 'y and, perhaps, in the fame man- 
** ner in which we reduce tha twelve attri- 
** butes to thefe three, the three may be 
** reduced into any one of them. For if, 
** in the divine nature, wifdom and power 
•* be the fame thing, or life and wifdom, 
*^ why may not eternity and wifdom, or 
** happinefs and wifdom, be the fame 
*^ thing*.*' I need not repeat upon this 
occafion, what I have beford obferved con- 
cerning the metaphyfics of the ancients ; 
and thofe of the philofophcrs were no bet- ' 
ter than thofe of the Fathers. 

+ Nunc igitur cum dicimus, aeternus, fapiens, beatui, 
haec tria funt trinitas, quae appellatur Deus : redegimus 
quidem ilia duodecim in iftam paucitatem triuoi, led eo 
modo forfitan pofTumus et haec tria in unum aliquod horum. 
Nam (i una eademque res in Dei natura -poCeft efie iapientia 
et potentia, aut vita et fapientia^ cur non una eademque 
res eife poffit m Dei natura, aeternitas et fapientia, aut bea- 
titude et fapientia. De Trinitat^ Hb. 15^ cap. 6. Opera, 
vol. 3- p. 446* . 

Cc 3 Auftin 
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Auftin, after, confidering the properties 
of the number three, fecms to have thought 
that of itfelf it afforded a proof of the 
do<Srine of the trinity *. 

Even the number fx was thought de- 
ferving of fome particular notice, becaufe 
it was the double of the facred number 
three. Epiphanius fays, the number Jx 
is alfo facred, becaufe it is twice three -Jr; 
and Auftin treats of the perfedion of the 
number fix J. *' One, twa, and three,'" he 
fays, ^* mdkc Jx ; and, on account of the 
^* perfedtion of thi^ number, God made all 
.'* things in fix days- Wherefore the three 
** parts of this number ^x demonftrate to 
** us that God, the trinity, made all things 
*Mn the trinity of number, meafure, and 
** weight^.*' 

♦ Divifio triuin in ter unum eft. Quid autem aliud' 
hie numerus oftendit -, nifi trinitatem, quae D^us efi> Vol. 
4. p. 68* 

t Opera, vol. 2. p. 307. 

J DeCivitate Dei, lib. 15. cap. 30, 

§ Unum, et duo, et tria, fex faciunt. Ideoque propter 
bujus numeri perfedioitem fex diebus operatus eft omnem 
^reaturanir Tr^s ^rgo bae partes fenarii numeri demon- 

ftr^nt 
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ft 

But, perhaps, the moft curious circum- 
flatice relating to the number three^ that 
the reading of thefe Fathers canfurnifli, is 
the following, which was thought worthy 
of i^eing recorded by Auftin. " One Fa- 
** ther Valerius/' he fays, ** thought that 
^* it was particularly ordered by Providence, 
*• that the word falusy' which fignifies 
healthy or fdvation^ in Latin, ** in the Ian- 
'* guage of the Carthaginians'* (which was 
of Phoenician origin) ** fhoiild fignify tbree^ 
^' or the myftery of the trinity*." In 
Hebrew, ^10 is three^ which is one proof, 
among many others, of the derivation of 
the Carthaginians from the Phoenicians, 

ftrant nobis trinitatem Deum, in trinitate numeri men* 
furae et ponderis, fcciffe omnem creaturam. Queftiones, 
65. Opera, vd. 4* p. 684. 

* Quod pater Valerius animadvertit admiras. In quorun* 
dam rufticanorum coUocutione cum alter alteri dixiffet] 
falus, quaefivit ab eo qui et Latine noflet et punice, quid 
effet falus : refponfum eft, tria . turn ille agnofcens cum ' 
gaudio falutem noftram efle trinitatem, convenientiam 
linguarum non fortuitu fip fonuiffe arbitratus ell, fed oc- 
cultiffima difpenfatione divinae proyidentiae : utqum-La- 
tine nominant falus, a punicis intelligant, tria: etcum 
punici lingua fua tria nomlnant, Latirie intelligent, falus^ 
Ad. Rom. Opfera, vol. 4. p. ii8i. 

C c 4 CHAP- 
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AFTER XI. 

Of the Arguments by which the DoSirine of 
the Trinity was defended. 

S E C T I O N I. 

'Arguments from the Old Tejment. 

Tt A V I N G given a view of the doc- 
trine of the trinity in all its variations, 
with the feveral illujirations of it, I fliall 
now proceed to fhew in what manner it 
was defended by its ancient advocates 5 and 
it is eafy to imagine that all their argu- 
ments muft be drawn from the fcriptures^ 
as it was always acknowledged that nature 
teaches no fuch doftrine, though it had 
been imagined that it was capable of being 
illullrated by fome natural objedts. Thefe 
arguments from fcripture I fliall arrange 
according to the order of the books from 
which they are drawn. 

It will be thought extraordinary, that 
the very firft verfe . in the book of Geneiis, 

which 
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which aflferts the creation of all things 

by one God, fliould, notwithftanding this, 

have been imagined to teach the doctrine of 

the divinity of Chrift. But it arofe from this 

circumftance. Amon^ other fynonyms of 

the divine nouSf or hgosy »fxn ( principk ) as 

has been obferved, was one ; being taken 

from one of the Platonic principles of 

things ; and this having being interpreted 

to fignify Chriji^ wherever that word is 

ufed in the Greek tranflation of the Old 

Teftament, feveral of the Fathers thought 

that they had a right to fuppofe that Chrift 

was intended. Since, therefore, Mofes fays 

that in the beginning (6v«?x>j) God created the 

heaven and the earthy they thought it was 

the fame as if it had been faid, that God, 

in Chriji^ or by Chrijl, made the heavens 
and the^arth. Theophilus fays, that /» the 
c^Ton means by the o^x*!, i* e. as an inftruo^ 
ment^. ^ 

** In ihtprincipium^ that is, in Chrifi,** Cays 
Ambrofe, ** God made the heaven and the 

* 

c^cn Toy vpxm* Ad. Autolycum, lib. 2. p« 97. 

'dearth.*' 
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** earth*.** '* What principium^*' fays Auf- 
tin, '* can we undcrliand but the Son, 
*' for he himfelf anfwered the Jews, who 
" queflioned him concerning himfelf, the 
** prmcipium who fpe,aks to y-ou'f.'' We 
render that paiTage, the fame that I faid 
unto you from the beginning. 

.As. a proof that Mofes was not ignorant 
that 'the world was made by the living 
and fubftantial word of God, Cyril of Alex- 
andria alledges God's faying, Let there be 
ligbt^ and Jhere was lights Gfc-f 

* In hoc ergo principio, id eft in Chrifto, fecit Deus 
coelumet: tcrram. Hexameron, lib. i. Opera, vol. !• 

, f Quid aut principium ii^telligendum putabimus, nifi 
filium I Ipfe enim de k ipfo interrogantibus Judasis quts 
ciTer, refpondit : principium qui et loquor vobis. 65. 
Queft. Opera, vol. 4. pi 675. 682. 

X Eva yap f^aJlog m fuati re xj a?<r&6)g itaxnpvrlH ^ew^ 8k 
iffwim ta¥ii.M.rct mccvla 'oa^tifSca vpof yma-iv^ tov (^ojvJa ts fn/u 
a^ atfjToralov >^ov coHhj >^ to ev Sea) re x; e| aula 'smvyta ^wmoiw^ 
^ 3r f/(y, Tir ulsati ns^fMTopam . 1^ yoi^ oil ev apx^ eTTotwrev ^eog 
Toy Hpavov *^ rvpf ynv, H$fa?iMahrtgov Js, 3^ fit; ev 0f «x" '^« ^7W 
yeveainfyov tuv dhm a'^o^dg aJlov eTreU^yaielai to iiyrffipLOLy icj 
3k 3eiX^ o7i 3i(X ^aw7o^ >oya ts h^c^®" 'savlay ^6», 'arap>?x^ wpog 
inrop^sv TotHK ovla naole^ ^axr/oveilcu 3e x^ ev 'meufjiali* eiTre fnffiv 
ifOiy yevn^oi f «j, ^ eveveIo f wj, ysvij^ft) Te^eayia ev fte&» th uSa^- 

70^, 
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This , paiSage, one would rather think, 
was a proof that the world was. made not by 
a fubjiantial or perfonijied ivord^ but by the 
Jimple word^ or mere power of God. But 
in the age of Cyril, the term word^ or 
whatever implied word^ fuggefted the idea 
of the living and fubftantial logos. 

TertuUian est prefles his diflike of this 
interpretation, and fays that principium ia 
in this place, is fynonymous to initium^ h^ 
ginning *. Jerom alfo fliews the fame good 
Tenfe upon this occ^fion, faying that ** Jac- 
** cording to both the Greek and rfie He* 
** brew. It ought to be rendered in the be^ 
^' ginning^/' 

jraj, j^ tysvsro arag^ Contra Julianuin,..Iib. I* Juliani, Op. 
vol. 2. p. 21. ^ 

' * Ita principium,, five initium, inceptionis efle verbum 

tion alicujus fubftantiae nomen. Nam et ipfum princi- 
pium, in quo Deus fecit ccelum et terram, aliquid vo- 
lunt fuifTe quafi fubfiantivum et corpulentum, quod in ma- 
teriam int'erpretari poflit. Adv.Hermogenem,S. 19. p.240. 

* + In principio fecit Deus coelum et terram plerique 
exiftimant, ficut in altercatione quoque Jafonis et papifci 
fcriptum eft et TertuUianus in lib: contra Praxeam dif- 
putat, nee non Hilarius in expofitiohe cujufdam pfalmi 
affirmat, In Hebraeo haberi : in filio fecit Deus ccelum et 
terram: quod falfum efle, ipfius rei Veritas comprobat, 
^aixx et feptuaginta interpretes et S^mmachusi et Theo- 

* - * dotion, 
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I fhall in this place, point out fome 
other arguments of the Fathers in favour of 
the divinity of Chrift, from their fuppofing 
him to be intended by the word o^tc^ in the 
fcripturcs. Origen proves that the Son is 
*pcn, from Rev.xxii. 13. though at the fame 
time he fays he cannot be afxn in all re- 
fpedls *. ** That the Son is the «f>?i may be 
*« clearly proved,^ it is feid in the extradts 
of Clemens Alexandrinus, *^ from Hofea 

*^ K iO-|-. 

' Thefe interpretations will furprize us the 
lefs, if we confider how familiar it was with 
the Fathers to confider «{%« as fy nonymous 
to hgos^ which they always underflood 
of ChrifL Thus Clemens Alexandrinus 

dotioa, in principio tranftulcrunt: ct in Hebraeo fcrip- 

tum efl> Uretlh /inffl^l^: QuefticM^ixx Genefim, Op. 
vol. I. p. 853- 

T©- . av5fyx4Moy h ciJkwctt or/ » narra mf.v o ovofjtaiercu a^xn en? 
avrof * vo)^ yaq xaSf o (uv en ^uvarroi uvsu a^jQi ; In Johaiu 
Comment vol. 2. p. 19. 

t Ori h ofXnp ywf, «(n» SiSoKrwi ffafag . jy tfcu, uru rowa 
8 ifftnOn cunau » >oLOi fMH uyxi^^ x?<ii^Gnai xj cmoi mi Six {owtp^* 

(uav^ j^ oata^vfTovroi m^vn^yni* Cwnbefis Au<5lu2kriuni, vqL 
J. p. 197. 

fays 
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fays, that *' the Son is the ofxn and ema^x;^ of 
*' all things, of whom we muft Jearn the. 
** caufe, the Father of all, the moft ancient, 
** and the benefactor of all*." In another 
paffage he calls Chrift the ^iTcn; faying, 
*' becaufe the logos was from above, he is 
** and was the divine 0^701 of all things. 
** This lo^os, the Chrift, was the original 
** author of our being ; for he was in God, . 
** a«d of our well being. This logos has 
** now appeared to men, he alone being both 
*' God and man, the author of all good to 
*'usf." • 

Theophilus alfo fpeaks of the logos, as 
** having been in God,. as the ofxn, the Spirit 
** of God, who ipake by the prophets. 

aSioVf Toy recS^ot ruv oTuuy, tv *aqz^iTC9 ^ vcalluv tutfyirm^ahfi " 
Strem.y. p. 700. 

+ AwC on ix^ wo yjyyoq ow^sf, a^X!^ Soa rm tsofHosv wn i^ \ 
irvi . oit. dk yt/v oyofAa sXaSa^ to troTutt HaBoyawfi&fav^ iuvp^a^ a^iat 
Z^trog^ HMvav curyLa (loi nekkfiMm Sag yjsv q hoyos o Xf' ^f ^ "^^ 
itvai *maChjau fipidt^ • w yog sv $£»• j^theu eifou • vw in t^spami av* 
d^ayjroi; cuHof Sog >J07og^ o lum^ Ofjup^^ Bsog te i^ ca&fonrog^ afjrafla9 
fifiiv aSiog aya^m . mrof h ro w (nv otdt^ix(neofA£voi^ a; aiiiav ium 
mafaififmoii^a. Ad, Gentes, Opera, p« 5* 

I f*God, 
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^* God, therefore, having his own logos in 
** his own bowels, generated him with his 
** wifdom, throwing him out before all 
•' things. This logos, generated by him- 
** felf, he ufed as his afliftant, and by him 
** made all things. He is called the of^^, 
** becaufe he rules and governs all things 
** that are made by him. He, therefore, 
•' being the Spirit of God *, and the ez^, 
** and wifdom, and fupreme power, ^fent 
** into the prophets, and by them fpake 
** concerning the' maker of the world, and 
»*' all things. ^ For there were no prophets 
** when the world was made, but the wif- 
** dom of God, which was in him, and the 
*' holy logos, which is always with him+." 

♦ It is obfervable, that Theophilus makes the logos ta be 
the fame with the Spirit., w^svfix, Eufebius alfo fays, that 
Tflv®* and *miufjta have no difference with refpe<£l to God. 
It is, indeed, impoffible that they fhouM have conceived 
any diflFerence between them, and yet this circumflance 
throws great confufion into the orthodox fyflctn. 

f Ex^c^ «v ^^og rov tauis >soyov t)^ia^eloy ev rotg i^loi; c*Jt>ar/'xynq^ 
sytvvnffev aviov ydlx vnq taviu ccptag e^e^iafjtEv®' ^^ rm o><av • itslov 
Tflv y^ov iO'Xfi^ vTn^av rm vit aula yeyswi/Aevcov^ xj ^* ^^'^ '^^ naocSla 
mwcwmev • s^ >^slou o^ %)), oli a^x^i ^ xv^ievei 'ssooHav ruv ii atSis 
^B^nfUH^IJtsvw » }iio; 8v m w/sufAa Sex, t^ a^x^ x^ cofia^ ^'h/vofug 
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However, the term a^x^ was not fo ap- 
propriated to Chrift, but that it was commoii 
to all the three great principles of things ^ and 
of courfe belonged to the Father, even with 
refpeft to Chrift; and therefore Cyril of 
Alexandria, after obferving that the Father 
is ** an eternal principle to the Son,*' fays, 
that ** by ofxn in the introduftion to the 
** gofpel of John, the bleffed evangelift 
*« feems to fignify the Father*/' 

That there was fome kind of fuperiority 
in the Father in confequence of his being 
the original {et^xn) or caufe (mV) was always 
acknowledged by the moft orthodox. This 
is expreflly afferted by Gregory Nazianzen, 
at the fame time that he fays,, the Son is 
equal to the Father as to his nature. On 
this principle, hefuppofes that Chrift meant 
to fay that the Father was greater than he* 
•* That God,'' he fays, " fhould be greater 

'W)a'fiog p/ivelo . o^Xa n crofta i} £v eaj% 7i<ra n ts Seh, ^ Aoy^ epyi&' 
aula d asi avfATToifav otJla mOio^i^ iia Xo^jo/Movog "SfgoftJIn isht Xeya. 
Lib. 2. p. 82. 

* Ita aeternum ei principium pater eft. — Videtur igitar 
prlncipii hie nomine, beatus evangelifla patrem fignificarc 
In John. cap. i« Opera, vol. i. p. 600. 

*'than 
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" than, man, is true indeed, but no great 
*' matter. For what is there extraordinary 
•• in God being greater than a man*." 

I now proceed to recite other arguments 
in fupport of the trinitarian dodtrine, in 
the order of the books of fcripture from 
which they arc derived. Theophilus fays, 
that the three days which preceded the 
** light/' (meaning the creation of the fun) 
&c. ** are types of the trinity, of God, his 
*' logos, and his wifdom. The fourth," 
he fays, " is the type of man, who wanted 
** light, that there might be God, logos, 
'* wifdom, man ; wherefore on the fourth 
*' day lights were produced -f*." 

The plural number, in which God is re-* 
prefeqted as fpeaking, was foon laid hold 
of as a proof of the plurality of perfons ia 
the trinity. Tertullian fays, " Does this 

• A>j^ o7/ Ta yijiitci9 fisv tn rvig ailia^, to h urov rwf ^vcreag^ J^ 
Tiih tmo iso»:% suyva/xoo'uvyig ofioT^oyisfAsv rifisi^* — To yof S>i Aeyeiv, oC 
m KcSa rov oofh^Tcov vonfjLSVH fjLsiiuVj a:><t^g fjLSVf a fjitya h • t/ yap 
Oai/puxrov^ etfMSs^tav avSfoj^s Sfo?. Or. 36. p. 582. 

•f- Ho'caHa; jy cu Tfsi; n/xe^ai tuv ^corn^av ysyovowatj rtrrot £wiv 
«r»if TftaSbf, TH ^n, )y TS hoya owla, ^ rr,; crofiag am, Tilafn h rtmof 

ita Tulo Kat TJj Tslafr] niASjia tyem^iTctv f aoifsf, Lib. 2 . p. io6. 

*^ number 
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** ;iumher of trinity fcaadalize you, as if 
^* tjjey wq-e not conneSed in firaple unity? 
** I afk, how could one perfon only fpeak 
*^ in the plural numbers and fay, let us 
•* make maa in our likenefs *•" To this 
arguoient Auftin adds, " Had not the three 
** perfons been one, it would have been 
** /aid, Let us niiake man iij our images , not 
^^ ii;i our im^gef.'' Bafil of Sileucia has 
the fame thought J. ' 

Mic]iael Glycas, with great ingenuity, 
difcovers that all the . three perfons were 
employed in the creation of man. *' Who,'* 
fays be, *^ faid. Let us niake man ? The 
*« father. Who took the duft of the 

* * Si te ^dhuc niunerus fcandalizat trinicatis, quad noa 
connexae in unitate fimplici, interrogo quomodo unicus et 
fingularis pluraliter loquitur? Faciamus haminem ad ima- 
gJLt^tn et fimilimdinem noflram. Ad Praxeam, fed. 12. 

9- 506. 

f $i vero in illis tribus perfonis tres eilent intelligendse 
Vfil credendas fubftanttae, noa diceretur ad imaginem nof- 
Hxujoif Ced ad Jmagines npfiras. De Fide, Ad Pel. cap. r. 

Opcr^9 vol. 3. p. 2II* 

% T^alx fi& ifjupwni Tim 'y^dtrWcey, imow it toma rm t; (a3b( 

f^u^if ,^ TO y<^ Tctvlw im^m n ins wxawj eviks wfvvlu. Or. i. 

. VoL^ IL D d *' ground 
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' '* ground for that purpofe ? The Son. And 
'* who breathed jnto him the breath of life? 
•' The Holy Spirit*." 

Auftin's veneration for the number Jx 
was mentioned before. He confidered the 
creation of the world in fix days as a proof 
of the trinity j for Jix^ fays he, is twice 
three ^. This will be thought fufiiciently 
far fetched ; but what then fhall we fay to 
Cyril of Alexandria, who found a reprc- 
fentation of the trinity in the dimenfions 
of the ark of Noah J. 

Cuv ; vio; • wa y& pmro wftv/xa to ayiov a>0^^im fatmileu n^ m 

Annales, pars i. p. 69. 

t Queft. 65. Opera, vol. 4, p. 684. 

X AQ)ice ergo qusefo, quemadmodum in trecentis cubl- 
tis, quod arcse longitudinem eiTe affignavimus, perfedio 
fanSae tilnitatis confecratur. Quod autem, ut formula 
dixerim, deltas, quae in unitate perfpicitur, perfe£Uo fit 
perfe^ippum ex latitudine arcae, quas. ad quinquaginta fe 
cubitus extendit, latiflime patet. Quinquagenarius etenim 
numerus, feptem fcpties diebus, unitate quoque conjunda, 
conficitur. Quia imam quidem deitatis naturam eflfe ad- 
ferimus. Altitudo etiam ipfius arcae nil aliud profeSo, 
quam mentem ipfam mirifice nobis fuggerit. In decimum 
^ ' cnim 
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That it was Chrift who fpakc to the Pa- 
triarchsy was agreed by all the Fathers from 
the time of Juftin Martyr ; and the proof 
of it lay in this circumllance, that the perfon 
who appeared is called God i but (ince the 
fupren^e God is snvifiAle, there mud have 
been another perfon intitled to that appeU 
lation ; as we have feen in the extrads from 
Juflin himfelf. I ihall in this place add 
fome paiTages to this purpofe from other 

writers, 

Tertullian, having obferved that God 

the Father is inviiil)le, and yet that God 

was in fome fenfe viiibie to the patriarchs, 

infers that it mud have been the Son who 

appeared to them. " He muft, therefore," 

he fays, " be another perfon who was feen, 

*• For he who was feen cannot be invifible. 

<^ It therefore follows, that we fuppofe the 

** Father to be invifible on account of the 

*' plenitude of his majefty, but the Son to 

cfiim tertium cubicorum numenim perficitor. Triguiu 
cnim cubiconun^ ioqoit, altitudtoem ejus fades : et in cu- 
bttum unum confummabis earn, Sanda enim trinitas in 
tres hjrpofiafes triiunque perfonarum diflferenttas quum ex- 
tendatur, in tinam dcitacts naturam quodammodo oootnu 
bitur* In Gen* 3. Opera, vol. i. p. 17. 

D d 2 *• be 
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" be vifible, as being derived from him. 
•* As though we cannot fee the fun him- 
" felf> we c^n bear his beams, as a tem- 
'* pered portion of him, extending to the 

"earth*/* ^ . * 

** Mofes,'' fays Novatian, *' every whe^rc 
** introduces God the Father as immenfe, 
*' and without end, not confined to place, 
** but including all fpace, not one who is 
'* in place y but rather in whom all pl%cc is, 
** comprehending and embracing all things; 
*^ fo that he can neither afcend nor defcend. 
'^ For he contains and •fills all things; and 
** yet he introduces a God defcending to 
*' the tower which the fons of taen built +.'* 

* jam ergo alius ^rit qui videbatur, quia non poteft 
idem invifibilis definiri, qui videbatur, et confcquens erit, 
ut ihvifibilem patrem intclligamus, pro plenitudine majef- 
tatis ; -vifibilem vero fiiium agnofcamus, pro modulo d€ri» 
vatidnis: ficutnec folem nobis contemplari Jicet, quantum 
ad ipfam fubflanti^ fumrn^,m quse eft >in coelis ; radium 
autem ejus toleramus oculis pro temperatura portionb quae 
in terram inde porrigitur. Ad Praxeatn, fe£t. 14. p. 508. 

f Quid fi idem Moyfes ubique introducit deum patrem 

immerifum atque fine fine, non qui loco dudatur, fed qui 

omnem locum cJudat : nee cum qui in loco fit, fed potius 

in cjuooniriis bcusfit: omnia continentem et cuncSb.com- 

plexum, ut merito nee defcendat nee afc«ndat, quoniam 

. Ipfc 
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Auftin fuppofed, that the three men who 
appeared to Abraham either were, or r^pi;e- 
fented the trinity. ** The two who went 
** to Sodom muftv' he fays, ." have been the 
Son and the Spirit, becaufe they are faid to 
have been fent ^y^hich the Father is never 
*' 'fnid to be*/' As it might be fibjeded 
that the Father eouldnot become vifible, he 
fays, " Why may not the Father bq under- 
/* ftood to have appeared to Abraham and 
*« Mofes, and to whom he pleafed, and a« 
^* he plcafed, by means of a changeable and 
«* vifible creature, when he in himfelfre- 
** mained invifible and unchangeable -f-/' 

ipfe omnia tt continet et implet ; et tamen nihilominus 
introducit Deum defbexudentem ad turrim, quam asdifka- 
I^ntfUii hcMninum. Cap. 17. p. 62. 

* Sed quas duas perfonas faic inteliigimus^ an patris et 
filii, an patris et ipiritus fan^, an fiiii et fpiritUs fand^. 
Hoc forte congfueotius qtu^d uldmujndixis miflaienimre 
•dtxeruttt, quod ic fiiio et fpiriui fanSio didmus. Nam 
^patrem miflttm nulquam rcriptura nobis iiotitia occurrit* 
Pe Trinitate, lib. %. cap, 10. Oper^^ vol. 3.. p» 5^72. 

f Si ergo Peu3 pate;* Ipcutus eft ad primum homi- 
nem. Cur non jam ipfe inteUigaturapparaifle Abrahae 
et Moyfi et quibus yoluit, et quemadmadMm voluit pe^ 
fubje^bm iibi connnutabilem atque yiAbilem c^-eaturan?, 
r cum jpfe in feipfo atque in fubilanua fua qua eft^ ir.com- 
Qiutabilis atque invifibilis maneat. Ibid. p. 269* 

D d 3 He 
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He fays, with refpeft to all thefe ap- 
pearances, " they may either be thofe of 
'• the whole trinity, which is God, or of 
** each of the perfons, according to the 
** circumftances *." 

Glycas fays, that the trinity was received 
by Abraham, and chearfully partook of the 
entertainment provided for them-f-. He 
adds, that, according to the opinion of Cy- 
ril, it was the Father that remained with 
Abraham, becaufehe judges no man; and 
that they were the Son and Spirit that were 

♦ Jam cnim quaefitum atque traftatum eft, in illis aa- 
tiquis corporalibus formis et vifts non tantummodo pa- 
tremv nee tantummodo filium, nee tantummodo fpiritum 
fandum apparuiffe, fedautem indifferenter dominum deum 
qui trinitas ipfa intelligitur, aut quamlibit ex trinitate per. 
fonam, quam le&ionis textus indiciis circumft^ntibus iig- 
nificaret. De Trinitate, lib. 3. cap. i. vol; 3. p. aSi. 

i* Kof roaSm aiO^i fiT^ievoi nvj og ^ aulnif tyiv ayicof rgtaik 
Hale>^etv ewi td; <niimg aula^ t^ ray ma^al^Bvlm aih v^ixfit^i 
ffjbfop&nvM, Aua 3k roig Xo^fJtotg ejrsfoihHrcof, ah ya^ 'xcdnp n^m 
iii&a • *souroaf 3k *m npivw 3k3(vxe to) z/tea, wSa tksv fam a\Jk t» 
uvfa awovlo; fvcucag^ j^ ts ayts 'mevfjLolog* Olt oe viog Kj to 
mvEVf/ta BTTi "EdSbfia sTro^ivofloy )y n rov KQfoafA ima Ca^og 'sar 
fisra^ xa^aTTEf fuyag ^naiv A^avcuriog • et fin ya^ viog r^ to 
fmevfjuz rio'av^ mi av ra Bea Jy 'zsocipi awsHo^^Ot olt 3k aweKoBnvIo^ 
^i^ en T2{ vspi m%v, alaKpyetVf Annales^ pars ^. p. 132. 

fenl 
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fent to Sodom, was the opinion^of the great 
Athanaiiusy becaufe no others could have 
been affeflbrs with him. 

Juilin Martyr imagined, that Chrift was 
(ignified by the ferpent in the wildernefs 1 
and even thought that Plato had got a hint 
of the fame thing from the fcriptures, but 
did not rightly underfland it ^." 

Chryfoftom finds a proof of the trinity 
in the blefling pronounced by Mofes : Tbe 
Lord blefs thee and keep tbee^ the Lord lift up 
the light of his countenance upon thee and blefs 
theei the Lord lift up the light of bis counte* 
nance upon thee, and give thee peace. 
•' Here," fays he, *'is the holy trinity 
'* clearly celebrated -f-/' The foundation 
of this argument could only be, that God 
is mentioned three times in this form of 
benediction. " 

imk wwfiCK Tvgrov tarn rowf «« a>Xai x^^'^9'^ vmrai^ tnf fok top 
mpSlot daov 2Uui^ Mx/A^<n ly to voA tan. Apol. i . p. 87. 

t Ei/^trmv n nvftoif x) fi/haiu dt, iwifcmi uvftoi to m^oawtof 
mAt 9Tt n 4^ tu^>eynm n * twofn mu^ to «foa*Krer oAr tn'ot^ 
1^ 3^ 0-01 Dfurv. Ofa Tuv aytea rfioiu iiofffifftr amienntam* 
Set* 5. Opera, vol. 6. p. 73- 

D d 4 Eufcbius 
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Eufebiug fays, that *' When Jacob is call- 
" ed the Lord's portion, Chtift is intend- 
"cdV 

If any one text be decifive in ptxiof of 

there bciAg only one God, it is thdt bf Mdlcs, 

Henry O IJhael, the Lord thy Go J is one Lotd; 

and yet becaufc the iVord Lord; or God, 

occurs three times in it, this alfo hii hbtn 

J)reffedinto thefervice of the trinity. Auftin, 

after repeating ihe text, fays, ^* in this we 

, ** are not to underftahd the Father only, 

* ^' but the Father, Son, and Spirit f /' 

I find no more argument* or illuftralidii.s 

of the doSrine of the trinity frohi the Old 

Teftamenl, till we come to the book of 

jc) gycwjSi! fiEfi^ ifvpia y^aogaula laaui^ — 3kx t«W ywr 

v^iTov fiev rev avfSlaSa^ ^ btti 'ssotfft^ Ssov Ta;v cDmi ovofio^tu ISm^iov 

yjxyaiAEm. Demonft. lib. 4. cap. 7. p. 156. 

+ Toto corde retine, patremDeum, filium i)eum, et- 
fplritum ftmcaum Deum, id eft fandam atque ineffabilem 
trinitatem unum efle naturaliter Deum, de quo in Deute- 
ronomio dicit : audi Ifrael Deus, Deus tuus, Deus unu3 
eft. Et,,peum, Deum tuum, adorabis, etilli foU fervies. 
De Fide, ad Pat. Opera, vol. 3. p. %%o. 

Pfalms i 
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Pfdttis ; but hetc I find a great fiumber* 
Jerom fays, th^t ** the tiree planted by ib« 
** rivei- of Wate!^, ih thte firft pftlirt, is wif- 
'^dbm^ dnd th4f Wifdom Is Chrift*/' Am- 
Hrofe foys, that '* Chtift is the gknt to 

*' rtin d racd +/' 

. Someof^hefe ifttefpretaiiefid may be iUp- 
pofed to be tiothihg mdre than &ti atlegoriz-^ 
iftg of icriptUW^ *ttd d play bt imiginltion ; 
but whfen thii Fathetis Argue frdtQ thofe teicti 

in Which \}iit logos i6 mi^ftiiohed, fhty were 
ceirtainly very ferious. The Ibgos muft be 
Chrift. Thus fiufebius mikeg Chrift to 
be the niaker of the Wbfld, ill Pf. xxjtiii* 6* 



^ lignum autem, cui vk beatus comparatar, faplen- 
tiam puto: de qua et Salomon loquitur : Ligmim vitae eft 
his qui fequuntur earn. Sapientia aytem per apoftolum 
Chriflus Dei Alius d^ktraturi In PA i« Oper% Vbl. 7. 
p* I. 

t Chriftus eft Del fiMuS, et fciftjjitettitis tic pafr^ ft Aa^ 
tits exvii^nfe. Qseih ijuaii gigantdft artOlfS'&ivid prB«- 
pheta defcribit, ieo qtkod bifoi-ttife gertlih^que ftatur^ touft 
fit confers divinitatis et corporis, qui tanqudtn fpoiiftts pro« 
Cfedeiis de Aalamb foo, exukavit tanquam gigas ad cur- 
iwdaiA viam. InPf. IQ. Difc Incamatioite,^ttfp. 5, O^^^'a^ 
VqI. 4. p. igo. 
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By the word of tbf Lord were the heavens 
maHe ♦. 

On the fame principle, Pf. xlv. i. My 
heart is throwing out a good word logos ^ was, 
by almoft all the Fathers, interpreted of the 
eternal Father generating the Son from 
himfelf. But there is an exception in Bafil^ 
who fays, that "it refers to the prophet t.** 

Eufebius alfo was of opinion, that it was 
not the Father, inPf. xliv. i . who was fpeak- 
ing of his heart throwing out the logos, but 
that it was the prophetic perfon who was 
fpeaking, becaufe what follows does not 
fcem to agree to the Father J. 

mo/Mh^ pm • TAi hortn Hupin ot npavoi tTtpu&rifrav^ rov im earoeflm 
hfusfyiHov xoyov S£«, rnhv mvpifAn^of rov rpoTTov, Preparatio* 
p. 320. 

Toy ^oyot/, 0v iH T»)$ oiovci xo^Sme; k^ aulmroiv ^ay^x^i fctfft^ vfovf 
Toy^i ^ ofTto arfo^ uapiiag cvycAog hoyog tfpvlhdQf, sfMi Se Soksi 
ToiHa Bin TO TTpofiHam cafofepsa^cu mfwvm^. In Pf, 44. 
Opera, vol i.p. 216. 

\ EfUM ?£ ioHZi ratHa tvi ro irpop^iHW cofofsp^cu vpoawn^ * r<c 
yap if B^ng THpflk auSi oi/aiag 6iofAa}d(a iffjuv mif 'srBpt ts ^cOpo^ 

^iir/miv. Montfaucon's CoUe^Uoy vol* i. p. 186. 

In 
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In Pf. li* 10, 11 • Wc read Create in me a 
clean hearty O God, and renew a right Jpirit 
wit bin me. Caft me not away ft om thy pre^ 
fence, and take not thy holy Jpirit from me. 
«• In this," fays Origcn, •* wc have the 
*« Father, Son, and Spirit ; the Father be- 
*• ing tbe principal Jpirit'' (as the firft verfe 
was rendered in Greek) ^^ the Son the right 
<^ fpirit, and the Holy fpirit being expreflly 
*' mentioned in the laft place*." 

Pope Gregory fays, that ** David taught 
^^ the Do&rine of the trinity in Pf. Ixvii. 
** God be mercifid to us, and blefs us\.^^ But 
this fliadow of- an argument can only be 
fcen in the Latin tranflation, as given by 
himfelf, in which the name of God occurs 
three times. 

wm/^An aukh tov vcAfa Xfyw. vififcal wmumtm ryi|BV /a 
wnyM iv9fc rfmmmm a toi; tytmha ami, t^ to w mmii to oyw 99 
fmrnlcaOtiscmp ^ut^ raa ra rfia mmif»e8a rcaHa i t9 irntumm 
• mahfif, t9iv9k oxpfiVt J^TD mmvfutro arpm. In Jer. Horn* 
S.Qooimenc. vol. 1.9.95. 

m 

f Dsvid quippe ut luthorem omnium Deum in trim- 
tate ofteodcrct, dixit : bcnedicat nos Deus Dcus nofter^ 
b;ncdicat not Dcus, In Job. cap. 28. Opera, p. 174. B. 

Auflin 
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Auftirt proved that Cbrift wrought rai- 
ncleti before he was born of Mary, from Pf. 
cn«xvi. 4. *' Who did them," fays he, '* but 
*' he of whom it is faid, who only doth great 

Eufebius, interpreting Pf. Ivii. 3. God 
Jtnt forth bis mercy and his truths fays, 
^ What can the mercy and the truth that is 
*< fent from God be, but the logos of God, 
** concerning which it is faid, He fent 
^^ forth his word and healed them^ and de- 
^ livered them out of their deJlruStions^ The 
** fame is alfo called a lights and is faid to 
** be fenty in that pfalm, in which it faid 
^^ fend forth thy light and thy truths they 
^^ Jhdii guide me. But the light, and the 
** truths and the word, fent from the moft 
*« high God cannot want ejence or fub-^ 
^* fiance I for a thing without fubftancc 
*^ cannot h^fent. For our logos, confiiting 
** of fyllablcs, and words, and names, and 

f Miracula enim et nondum futtcrs de Mkrm fecit ^is 
enim unqtlftoi feck, niii Ipfe de quo didum eft, <|ui &cit 
lAirabilia m«gna foius ? In PT. xc. Opera, vol. 8. p. 

9^9- 

^* pronounced 



I 
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•^ pronounced by the tongue, and tlie voice, 
** is not properly and truly logos */' 

In hi« commentary on Pf.lxxxii. i. be fays, 
^* Left any ono fliould be diftur bed on ac-» 
*^ count of the monarchy^ hearing that the 
•* Chrift of God is called Qod, he pro* 
•* bably after war^is makes mention of mmy 
*• Gods^ with ccnfure, but exhorts not to 
•* decline giving the title of God to the 
** Son of God, For if the princes of the 
** nation, who had b^d charafters, wefc 
•* called gods, what danger can there be. ia 
•' calling the tpan who is at the right hand 
•^ of God, and the Son of man who is 
*' made ftrong, a God-j*," 

• m£pi 8 B>£yelo • siaTBret>£ tov Xoyov aula, J^ ioaoiib cuJlHg^ itj eppu<rc39 

signlcu CF TO) foKmoSi ^a>^ eiaTrotei}^ to f6ii as t^vsv a}^9C9 
^, aula (IS oi^ifm^fi * f^tg ie t^ Oki^sia ^ Xoy^ wjron^^of^tsw 

vapa T» v4^ifH ^EH^ wi avuaia nh ccmroi-cSa^ O ytoh tii/^ak^og 

%oyog av^ atM^oi; y) fmfJtaai j^ ovoyLO^i rrtif imoratny tj^^ «^ ^m 
y>m%g < fomg E^ix^itievof , uk av AE^^eoj wfwg i^ ahy&as Xayof, 
Montfaucun's Colle<Stio, vol. i. p. 4149. 

mxaoiv tov* x^otrov ts Sew, sucolcog xj 'a>^iovag Sesj ovofjuxiet Tsgii^ 
Tm €^g xcclfryo^ii/ji,ivog fjLovovaxi 'vapajtsy^suofji.evog im a'Ttojcniv Kj tot 
mov T« Sw Sfiov a'XOfia?^tv . ei ya^ ot SiaCasXTtOjoewn th cSva; a^x'^Jvkg 

, ' Sex 
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Eufebius finds Cbrifl Id Pf. cvii. 20. Ht 
fent bis word and bealed them ^ y and in Pf. 
cxlvii. 15. His word runneth very fwiftfy^. 
Auflin underflood the fountain of Kfe^ Pf. 
xxxvi, 9. of the Father producing the Son 
who is light X* All the Fathers underftood 
Chrift to be meant by wifdom in the book 
of Proverbs, and proved from it that be 
made the world ||." 

There is a double reafon why Chrift 
ibould be intended by wifdom, Prov. viii.aa. 
^he Lord pojfejfed me in the beginning of his 
ways i becaufe in the Seventy it is the Lord 
created me the ofx^ of his ways. See this 
text quoted for this purpofe, befides in- 
numerable other places, in thofe cited in 
the margin §. The wifdom of which men* 

Sfoi fiuil^ftnrt OfOfMoo^wm^ «oio$ m ytvoSo nJUs; t» mJ^ r% 
tiita; TV Stu tuu mr mot ru^adptrtn T9r wtnpalnt^ifttm Sw mTm 
yta. Monfaucon*t Colledlio Partnim vol. !• p« 424. 

• Prtparatio, p. 320. 

flbid. 

t Dc fiHi Divinitatc* cap. 5. Opera, roL i. p. 281. 

I Eufeb. Hift. lib. i. cap. t . p. 7. Preparado, p> 320. 

f Origentt Commenc in John. 2. vol. i. p. 17. £o* 
feb. Prcpantio, lib. 7. cap. 12. p. 319. Ambro£i Hcxa* 
meroo, lib. i. Opera, voL 1. p. 6. 

tioa 
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tion is made in the book of Job, If^here is 
wi/Jom found, &c. Job xxviii. 20. is applied 
to Chrift byEufcbius*. 

It will make my reader fmile to be in* 
formed that the two garments, which the 
good wife in the book of Proverbs, is fatd 
to have made for her hufband, were thought 
by Ambrofe to fignify the divinity and hu« 
manity of Chrift f- 

Paulinus calls the trinity the tbree-foU 
cord that is not eafily broken, in Ecclef. 

iv. 12$." 

An argument for the divinity of Chrift 
is brought by many of the Fathers from 
If. ix. 6. where Chrift is fuppofed to be 
called the counfellor, the mighty God. They 
always call him the angel of the great council, 
which is the verfion of the Seventy. 

^ PreparatiOf Hb. 7. cap. it. p. 320. 

f Dicuotur vero biiue, quia Chriftuoi Dcum tt hon^- 
nem confitctur. la Prov. xxxi. Opera, voL i. p. 1 102. 

t Aftringtmur autcm huic arbore fiine validiffimo, 
ynofBd in fpe, fide, charitate, credentes cordibus et ori- 
bus confitcntet individuam trinttatcfn, que rpartum tri* 
plex. quod non rumpitur. Ad. SeTcnim, Eptft. 4. 
9,65. 

Gregory 
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Gregory Nyfl^n fays, that If, xjviii. My 
hand has made all things^ nieans the Son*# 
In If. xlviii. i6. We read, l^h Lord Gpd^^ 
and bis Spirit has fmt me. ^* Th^fi," fays 
Theodoret^ ** plainly £bow$ that there is 
•'another perfon bcfides God, ito confute 
•* the ]&^^ and Sabelliansf/' The three 
holys in If. vi, 3. are fre<jaently jcaentioped 
as fignifying the three perfons in the tri*- 
ijity> as by Ambrpfe f . 

So niuch was it taken for granted that the 
logos was to be underftood of Cbrifi, that 
Origeo fays, " What is the wprd (logos) 
** that canie from the Lord, whether to 
** Jeremiah, to Ifaiah, toE^ekid^ or to any 
** other, but that which was in the be- 
••^nning with God. I know no other 
«* word of the Lord, but that which the 

* 

" evangelift fpake of, when he faid. In the 
*' beginning was the word, and the word 

^ GDntra £uiiQmium 6. Opera, vol. 2. p. 191. 

Opei»» vpl.9, p. III. 

X De Fide lib. 2. cap. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 141. 

^ « was 
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** was with God, and the word was God»." 
The word that came to Hofea, is alfo in* 
tcrprctcd of Chriil, by Jcrom|. 

Auflin, after urging many arguments 
againft Photinus, concludes with what he 
iays is alone fufficient, if he be in his right 
mind, viz^ this from Jer. xvii. 5, Curfed is 
the man that trujietb in man^* But this 
is, perhaps rather applying a maxim, than 
urging a particular text, as referring^ ori- 
ginally to Chrtd. 

Laflly, Cyprian fays that, the *' three 
** hours of prayer obfcrvcd by the three 

* T/( y^ iriF Koiyu yvf^^iu^ w^^a xufi^^ iili «po( 

Iipi/ufAlP u]%mf9i HrAltlir, fl7l «f«f Il^fXfilA, ul% WfH •f 
/jKr«7« } • %f Afyn m^ot top d«4r. Eym mk oi/a «M«r 
Aft^^er «vf !«• 9 tmIop «tpi * nftixu e ivAyyihj^f . re tr itpx* 
»r • A«>6<» iy Aoyo^ 9/ «f ff Tor ^uf, 1^ dioi ar • At^H. 
Comoienu in Jer. tol. 1. p. loa. 

t Opera, vol. 5. p. 33. 

X Male didum plane legts Photinus evadere non potefl, 
quia fpem fuam habct in Chrifto, quern tantum hominem 
didt, cum kgat, malcdi£his homo qui Tpem babet m ho- 
mine. Apoftolus autem fciens Chriftum deum, ideo ct 
in pnerenti et io futuro fpem eile m eo ait. Queft. ex N. 
T. 91. Opera, vol. 4. p. 763. 

VoL.IL Ec "who 
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•' who were ftrong in faith, and the thr« 
" out of the fire/' meaning thofe who 
were caft into the fiery furnace in Daniel, 
•^ were emblems of the trinity *• 



SECTION II. 

Arguments for the Divinity of Cbrijifrom the 

New Tefament^ 

TT^ HEN the idea of the Divinity of 
Chrift was once formed from the prin- 
ciples of Platonifm, it was not difficult to 
imagine that it was likewife the do<ftrine 
of the fcriptures ; and that there were paf- 
fages in the\New Teftament no lefs fa- 
vourable to it, than thofe above recited 
from the Old ; though all the books were 

* In oratiombus vero celebrandis invenimiis obfervaflc 
cum Dani^e tres pueros in fide fortes, et in captivitatc vie* 
tqresi bonun, fextam, nonam^ facramento fcilicet trini« 
talis ; qu9 ia noyiffimis temporibus manifeftari habebat. 
Mam et prima hora in tertiam veniens, confumoaatum nu- 
lucrum irinitatb oftendit. Opera, p. 154. 

in 
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in the hands of the comn[K)n people, for 
whofe ufc they were particularly calculate 
cdy and tbey faw no fuch dodtrine in it. 

The great argument for the divinity of 
Chrift from the New Teilament was, that 
*' though Chrift appeared to be a man by 
^' his infirmities, he appeared to be a god 
*' by his works/' as it is escprefled by No- 
vatian^. And yet our Saviour himfelf al- 
ways afcribes his miraculous works to his 
Father, and never to himfelf; and the peo« 
pie who faw thofe works were not led by 
them to fufpeft that he was any thing more 
than a man ; for we only read, that when they 
were moil ftruck with them, they wondered 
that God had given fuch power unto man« 
Eufebius likewife alledges the fpread of 
the gofpel, and its overturning beathenifm, 
as a proof of the divinity of Chrift. But by 
the fame kind of argument he might have 
proved the divinity of Mofes. 

The two ftyles in which our Saviour 
'fpeaks of himfelf were obfcrved by Origeo» 

* Ut bomo ex infirmitatibtis comprobctnr \ probatio 
4ivioiuti$ io illo collefia ex vimmbat tlluc proficiet, ut 
diajn detu ex operibut adler«tur. Cxf, 1 1. p. 33* 

£ e 2 and 
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and were confidered by him, as they arc by 
the orthodox to this very day, as proofs, the 
one of his perfe<S humanity, and the others 
of his proper divinity. *' Jefus,'* fays he, 
'* fometimes fpeaks as the firft born of all 
** the creation, as when he fays,— /^/w the 
'* way^ the truths and the life'i and fome- 
*' times as a man; as vsrhen he (2iys,youfeek to 

*' kill me, a man who has told you the truth* '^ 
The author of a treatife afcribed to Atha- 

nalius, produces thirty arguments to prove 

that Chrift cannot be a mere man; the chief 

of which are thefe : *' He that was fub- 

*Vje(3: to death cannot take away death. 

** No man has glory from eternity ; but 

" Chrift had. Chrift was finlefs, but no 

^* man is fo. The flefh of no man is 

** from heaven, but the flefh of Chrift is. A 

*' man adluated by God, is not God ; but 

«< Chrift ia Godf." A better reafon than 

* o7/Vt' y-^v Tti'if iiffi ^eovdX TK IV Teo ItiffH ^^eSloJoKis *9affti^ 

. At T^loif 'iTA^et'TrXiia'tdLt • eti </^g tk ka]* ai/}ov VO\llAlVti «t|r^f «TIC 

^unv vuiv yJiKAKfiita. Ad Celfum, lib. 2. p. j6, 

f Ov^iif'Av^^oi'jrav tt^o rav aiuv&v 'c')(ii J^o^ar. Xf /rwc 

/ft 6;j^«/.— O «§ AlJLAflidf QuI^W, VTTif AflAfJiAy iCTlf * XOUL 

C<8I 



Chap. XI. DoStrine of the Trinily. 42 1 

any of thcfc is given by Auftin, who fays, 
that ** no man was ever greater than Solo-. 
•*inon, but Chrift was fo*." Ambrofc 
gives a curious reafon why the father of Jefus 
{hould be a carpenter : ** It was," he fays, 
•' to fignify, that Chrift was the fon of the 
*' maker of all things •{•" 

«j^f*»Tof • ;^#rtf<.— Oy/iwf «r^p«mi » o-Af J tf vpcr^u At- 
dfv trlpyv/iarK, v •Sin* r«/u« /i ^vfstp^if dear, -^ia;. ai«r 

Tor #f9 xcTdfyti ^AP«i}o9. Opera, vol. s. p. S48, 

* Salomoni cum fapicntiam a DcopodulalTet, refponfum 
a domino eft : Ecce dcdi tibi.inquit cor fapiens ct prudens, 
quale non futt ante te, et pod te non cxurget vir fimills 
tibL Quid dicemus, verum eft quod promiftt Dcus ? Imo 
vemm eft. Nemo ergo hominum funilis erit Salomon!. 
Et quid vidcbitde Chrifto, qui inter caercra, regtna,*inquit, 
auftri venit ab ultimis terrae audire fapientiam Salomonb i 
ct ecce plus Salomone hie. Nunc eligc cui credas Pho- 
tinCi dco an Chrifto, pitri an filio ? Si palri credis argub 
filium : fi filio credis^ accufas patrem. $i enim homo tan- 
torn eft Chriftus fruftra fe prxpofuic Salomoni contra pro- 
miflum Del Qjieftiones, Ex. T. J. Opera, vol. 4. p. 

763- 
f Non alienum etiam videtur ut qua ratione (abrum 

patrem habuerit, dcclarerous. Hoc enim typo cum pa* 

trem Gbi cflc demonQnt qui fabricator omnium condiJit 

mundum. juxu quod fciiptum efl, in prtncipio fcctt dcua 

coehim tt tcrram. In Luc. 3. Opera, vol. 2. p. 42. 

Ec 3 It 
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1< is the gofpel of John that ha$ always 
furnifhed the greateft number of proofs of 
the divinity of Chrift, though it is remark- 
able that, in none of the gofpels are there 
more evident proofs of his proper humanity ^ 
But of thefe no account was made, becauie 
they were only confidcred as proving what 
was never denied, viz. that Chrift had hu^ 
man nature. Epiphanius proves the divi- 
pity of Chrift from the Father being called 
the light f and the Son the true light *.— 
John the Baptift iaid, After me cometh a 
inan\ who was before me, ** Here/' fays 
^* Theodoret, both the humanity and the 
'* divinity of Chrift are taught -f.*' 

That it was Chrift who fpake both in 
the prophets and in the goipel, Ambrofe 

* lUdLi Of a, [jLOi Tfip 7»r yftt^m axftCuAp. iu fC£F yttf vA" 
Inf ^»ff %<ti V vfoffM'iltu 7» 9tfi *v(Clfo^f p»f AKn^ipov. i'sni 

^iytiv. Ancoratas, S. 3. Qpera, vol 2. p. 8* 

Afdf, Of iyi'jrfoc^iv [jlv ytyonVf or/ *m^»rof fcy w. xd/ to %f 

ftffOCaTTOV i^li^Ai Afl^OTifA Ti^HIKifKAl TA^ilA, KAi 7A Afr 
/e TO OTi ^faJOf yL\i DF. «>^/ 0//«^ VX A}^0V OiJ^i TOf e^/tf'flf f p- 

p^of^uoy, xtfi ^Aor 76F <9po ceuTv ovta. Epift. 83. OperB^ 
ypL 4/p* X 149. Ed. Halae* 

. prpves 

4 
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proves from our Saviour's own words, ** in 
'* foretelling the gofpel by Ifaiah, I Who 
{ " fpake am prefcnt. (If. 54. John 16^.) 
** i. e. I am prefent in the gofpel, who 
•' fpake in the law */* 

What John reprefents our Saviour as fey w 
ing, / and my Father are one, and which had 
been urged by the SabeHians agaihft thofe 
who were then deemed orthodc3«, w^ now 
moft ftrenuoufly urged by the orthodo^x, in 
a more advanced ftate of the controverfy, as 
a clear proof of Chrift having proper divi- 
nity as well as the Father 1 and at the fame 
time, that they did not make /te^ Gods. 

Origen, interpreting this text, obfervc^, 
that the Father and Son are two hypo- 
*' ftafes, but one in unanimity, harmony, 
*« and will f.'* 

• Atque ut fcias impcrator Augufte, Chriftum cfle qui lo- 
quutus eft et in propheta et in evangelic^ tanquam in prae* 
deftinatione evangelii per Efaiam dicit: Ipfe. qui loquebar 
adfum ; hoc eft, adfum in evangelio, qui loquebar in lege. 
Dc Fide, lib. a. cap. 3, Opera, vol. 4. p. 134. 

9otAf Ktu Tfi ^vfjc^ofvia, Kcu jtt rAVToTifji T» ^tfAif/xfle}^'. Con- 
tra CelfttBij lib. 8. pr 396. 

E e 4 This 
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This text is urged by Novatian* ; but Hi- 
lary makes it to be heretical to interpret this 
text to mean unity of confent, or harmony, 
and not famenefs of nature -f-. Ambrofe re- 
fines upon it, taking notice, that our Savi- 
our places himfelf before his Father, ** left 
^* it fhould be imagined that he was infe- 
'* rior to him ; whereas it could not be 
<* fuppofed that the Father was inferior to 
** the Son $/' But what is more extraordi- 

* Si homo tantummodo Chridus ; quid eft, (juod ait, 
ego et pater unum fumus ? quomodo enim ego et pater 
unum Tumus, fl non et deus eft et filius ? qui idcirco unum 
poteft dici dum ex ipfo eft, et dum filius ejus efi, et diim 
ex ipfo nafcitur, dum ex ipfo proceilKTe reperitur, per 
quod et deus eft. Cap. 15. p. 52. 

-f- Hsec igitur quia hxretici negare non pofTunt, quippe 
cum fint tarn abfolute didla atque intelleda : tamen ftultif- 
fimo impietatis fuae mendacio negando corrumpunt. Id 
cnim quod ait, ego et pater unum fumus, tentant ad unani- 

mitatis referre confenfum, ut voluntatis in his unitasfit, non 
naturae ; id eft, ut non per id quod idem fant, fed per id 
c[uod idenn volunt, unum fun(. ' De Trinit. lib. 8. 
p, 162. 

X Pulchre etiam jllud praemifit, ego et pater. Nam (1. 
patrem praemififlet, tu minoremfilium judicares : fed prae- 
ipifit filium, quern non convenit credi patre fuperioremt 
^espameron, lib. 6. cap, ^. Opera^ vol. i. p. 94? 

nary 
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nary than even this, advantage is taken by 
Bafil of Chrift faying. My Father is greater 
than I. *^ It is,'* fays he, ** a proof that 
*' they are bothof the fame nature becaufe 
•^ things of a different nature are not fo 
** compared*." 

Eufebius retained fome thing of the old 
ideas on this fubjed, when he faid that the 
Father and Son are one by a communication 
of the glory which he imparted to his dif- 
ciples. For thus they alfo might be ad- 
mitted into this unity -f-. 

I fhall now proceed to note a few proofs 
of the divinity of Chrift from the apoftolic 
epiftles. Paul is fuppofed to fay, that 
Chrift was God over all blejfed for ever, 
Rom. ix. 5. This is obferved by Nova- 

^ ILm 'VoCNsi itclkf (M iJL£i(6}v fjta sri . ksxpnvat yof x^ rsTa ret 
fnSlcii ra axfitfira iclijfjLxlx^Tamvovsps yewnfjuxJa . iya Sk K; ek raubig 
7>}^ favn^j TO ojMwvjv stvai rev vm rm 'orcdpt ^nXdo-^ai 'ssewiT&Mo, % 
Tag yag av/Kpio^goiSa §wgwg e7n rotv ty}; aJing pucmg yiWfjiSfag. 
ttrty&m yotp afyysKs Xeyofiev fm(ova, t^ ai&pavov aat^pmoi iutaiolspotit 
j^ *alrvov *s{hm rax^zpov . zi rom/v at avyviptcBig swt rm ofjumiuv 71- 
vovku * /jtBiiwv 3)} 9^^ avmpKTiv tiffiai 'acthnp ra vta^ o/Mtmog r{9 
malpi viog. Epift. 141. Opera, vol. 3. p. 167. 

f OJlagHv ev suof wah^ )^ viog^. xolIx tuv Kotv(moi» rng %^, 
yigroig atHa yta^oug iJuSdiiisg ry\g aJIng evu^etagf x) at^og fiiiu» £c« 

Theol. lib. 3. cap. 19. p. 193. 

tian. 
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tian, cap. 13. p. 43. and many others. Gre- 
gory the Great fays, that " Paul alludes to 
*• the trinity, in Rom. xi. of him^ and by 
•• bim^ arid in him, are all things *.'* 

Both Eufebius and Jerom quote Gal. i. 12. 
/ received not my doSirine from man, as a 
proof that Chrift, from, whom he did re- 
ceive his gofpel, was more than man f.** 

Eph. ir. 10. Hi that defcended^ is the fame 
aljb that afcended^ is urged by Jcrom againft 
Ebion and Fhotinus %. LaAantius proves 

^ Paulus quoque ut operationem fandae trinitatis often-^ 
deret, ait : ex ipfo et per ipfuixL, et in ipfo funt omnia, 
atqtie ut unitatem ejufdem trinitatis intimaret, protinus 
addidit. Ipfi gloria in fecula feculorum, amen. In Jc^. 
cap. 28- Opera, p. 174. B 

i Kewa^^ivVf roif autos^ ikiyiv, orlfTo WAfytKtvP fcv, 
TO iwtfyiKto'^fP ii( viActffHK £r/ 9,^7a ttf^fmroVi^t tyn 

4iMf» iN^a^f Xf'^^ wAfirn. CoBtra Marcel, lib. i. p. 7. 

Ex hoc loco EUonk et Fotini dogioBa conteritiir; 
jpiod deus fit Cbriftus^ et non tantum homo,. Jerom ia 
Gal. cap. 1. Opera, vol. 6. p. 122. 

X Hie k>ctts adverfum Ebionem et Fotinmn vd niaxtiii« 
ficit. Si enim ipfe eft afcendens in coelos^ qui de ccdit 
ante defcenderat, quomodo dominua nofter Jefus Chriftus 
non ante Mariam eft, fed poft Manasn. In Eph. e^. 4« 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 178. 

that 
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that Chrift is both God and man* from his 
being called the mediator between God and 
man *. Origen applies to Chrift, Rev. 1. 1 u 
I am the beginning and the end\. Chry« 
foftom proves that Chrift is equal to the 
Father from Chrift*s fayiQg> / and my Pa-* 
tier will come and take up our abode v>itb 
Aim. " Did ever/' he fays, «• a deputy &j 
<< concerning his kiog, / and mjf king give 
•• orders J/' 

^ Uode ilium Gned t/mtrm vocant | nt bomioem per- 
ducere id deum poflct, id eft, ad immortalitatcm : quia fi 
deus tantura fuiflet (ut Aipn didum eft) excmpfai nrtutit 
bomtni pnebere non poflet } fi homo taotumy non po&C 
hoounes ad juftitiam cogere, nifi audortcatyic firtui ba» 
mine major accederet* Inftit. lib. 4; (oBL 35* Oten^ 

P-430. 
f Comment. toI. i« p. 19. 

• lUirixiuf J^iwme^fAm. Scr. 4. Op«ra» toU 6. f. 55. 
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SECTION III. 

Anfwers to Objedlions. 

^np' H E reader will be pleafed to fee in 
what manner the orthodox Fathers 
replied to the principal objedlions made to 
their doArine by the heretics of that early 
age; and therefore, bcfides what may be 
collefted to this purpofe from other parts 
of this work, 1 fhall in this place fubjoin a 
few other paiTages. 

One of the principal objedions to the 
divinity of Chrift was his being fo fre- 
quently called a man. But, befides its be- 
ing allowed that he was a man as well as 
God, which they fay fufficiently juftifies 
the language, the author of the Commen- 
tary on Matthew, which has been afcribed 
to Chryfoftom, fays, that *' God the Father 
«* being called a man in our Saviour's pa- 
** rable, fhows that Chrift being called a 
^* man is no objedlion to his being God*." 

♦ Homo rex dicitur deus pater, qui nunquam huma- 
nan> fuT^epit formam : ut in tell igamus quia nomen homi- 

nis 
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Another formidable objedion to the new 
dodrinc of the divinity of Chrift was, that 
the Father is called the one God. But . 
Audin fays, '* when Chrift is called the 
** one Lord^ the lordfhip of the Father is 
'< not denied ; fo when the Father is called 
** the one God, the deity of the Son is not 
^^ denied." Ambrofe had (aid the fame 
before hira*. 

Our Saviour fays concerning the Father, 
that he only is good^ declining the appel- 
lation as applied to himfelf. But, fays 
Athanaiius, ^' our Saviour faid that God 
•• only was good, becaufe the perfon he 
^' was fpeaking to confidered him as a 
•* manf." Hilary alfo fays, " Chrift would 

nil praejudidum non ficit divinac fux naturae. In Matt. 
22. Horn. 41. Opera, vol. 7. p* 919. 

^ Sicut enim unum diccndo dominum Jefum Chriftmn 
pitrem dominum non negavit ; ita unum diccndo deum 
patrem, cque a dettatis vcritatc ncc filium feparaviu £x- 
poGtio Fidci, Opera, voL 5* p- 5 14* 

t K«4 oTtff Ktyu * Ti lit Afl^K «y<t^or * v/ffi( ^yx^H 

JU(7« rvf CAfUL Tk70 t/Tty «pOf 727 Uf 7« Vf^0.^9rT*€ 

1^ 7if7«r i^u 7w mr « ^roK^i^if . it /xir yip Af^frnt^r^ 
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^* not have refufed the appellation of good, 
«« if it had been offered to him as God *." 
But Auftin is not content to reply to this 
as an objection ; he ufes it as an argument 
in proof of the trinity. " Our Saviour," 
fays he, '^ did not fay there is none good 
«* but the Father ; but there is none good 
'^ but one^ that is God ; including him- 
** felf, and the Holy Spirit, as well as the 
•* Father *!•/' This obfervation occurs fe* 
veral times iti the works of Auflin. 

The orthodox laid great ftrefs on Chrift*s 
being called the Son of God^ as implying 
that he was of the fame nature with God 
the Father, and therefore that he was pro- 
perly God of God. To this the unita- 
rians replied, that good men are frequently 
called the fons of God^ as well as Chrift* 

* 

titipifu eof^pa^ivn ^vati to tiya^ov, «aa<& ^e^. De Ha* 
mans Natara» Opera, toI. i. p. ^99. 

* Non refpuit bonltacis nomen, fi fibi hoc tantum deo 
deputaretur. Lib. 9. p. 197. 

f Ideo non ait nemo bonus nifi folus pater, fed nemo 
bonus nifi folus deus ; in patris enim nomine ip(e pet fe 
pater pronunclatur, in dei veto et ipfe et filius et fpiri- ' 
tu8 fan£lus, quia trinitas unus deus. De Trinitate, lib. 5: 
cap. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 310. 

But 
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But the univerfal anfwer to this objedion 
was that of Jerom ; '^ Chrift is the Son of 
«« God by nature, but we by adoption*/" 

It was alledged by the unitarians, as a 
proof that Chrift was inferior to the Fa^ 
ther, that, he is faid to have been fent hj 
him, as if he was fubjed to his authority. 
But Ambrofe fays, '^ the perfon fent is not 
'* always inferior to him that fends him | 
'* for then Chrift would be inferior to Pi«- 
*Matc, who fent him to Herod -f-." To 
this Gennadius adds, that ^* an angel was 
••fentbyTobiahJ." 

To com€ forth from the Fatter might be 
interpreted to mean nothing more thaa 
htMgfcnt by the Father, as other prophets 
were. But Hilary, taking advantage of the 
literal meaning of the word, fays, ^' To 
«< come from the Father, and to come out 

* Et nie qoidcm natura fiUus eft not Tero adopckme. 
In Eph. cap. i. Opera, toI. 6. p. 162. 

t Efto Camen, minor fit qui mitticur, eo a quo mittitiir, 
ergo ct Pilato minorChriftns. quoniam Pilatus mifit euoi ad 
Herodetn. De Fide« bb. 5. cap. 3. Opera, toI. }. p. 191. 

X Sicut Icgimus angelttm efle miflum a Tobia, ct Chrif- 
tns mtflus c& a PilaCo ad Hcrodem. Bib. Pat toI. 5. p* 

445- 

«*of 
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«* of God, do not mean the fame things. 
** They differ as much as to be bortiy and 
** to be prefent ; fince the one is to come 
«* from God in his nativity, and the other 
** to come from the Father into the world, 
•* for the falvation of men*.'* 

The unitarians always laid great ftrefs on 
Chrift's calling the Father the one true God. 
What anfwer Tertullian made to this ob- 
jeftion we have feen already, viz. that the 
one God was the original title of the Father 
before he had a Son, and therefore, that his 
having a Son could not deprive him of it. 
But the general anfwer was that of Epi- 
phanius, viz. ** that the Father is called the 
** one true God, in oppofition to the gods 
^* of the heathens f/' On this fubjed: Jerom 
farther obferves, that ** Chrift is alfo called 

* A patre enim venifle, et a deo exifle, non eft fignifi- 
cationis ejurdem ; et quantum intereft inter nafci et adefle 
tantum a fe uterque fermo difcernitur ; cum aliud fit a deo 
in fubftantia nativitatis exiflTe, aliud fit a patre in hunc mun- 
dum, ad confummanda falutis nofirae facramenta, veniiTe. 
Lib. 6. p. 1 1 8. 

J^fJ^kiKaf(jLtyoi, if A [Ail vchv^fia if tiynv ill »f. Se£t. 2* Ope* 
x«, voU 2. p. 7- 

*• the 



/ 
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" the true God, 1 John v. JVe are in htm 
** that istruejhis is thetrii$God, and eternal 
life* J* But Auftin even proves the divinity 
of Chrift from this text. For he fays, it 
ought to he read, '• that they may knoW 
** thee, and Jefus Chrift whom thou haft 
f^ fent, to be the true God+/' 

It was objeded to the doctrine of the 
divinity of Chrift that he faid; be could do 
nothing of himfelf. But Ifidore of Pelufium 
fays, that *' this intimated not his weak- 
^ nefs, but his ftrength, as it fhewed that 
** he would do nothing contrary to his Fa- 
*^ Father'* (meaning, no doiibt, that it was 
in his power) " as he had fallen under a 
** fufpicion of being the antagonift of God, 
** and of appropriating glory to himfelf+Z' 

* Non iecundun^ errorem Arianorum referimus ad per- 
fooam tantum del patris de quo fcriptum eft : ut cognof* 
cent te folum verum deum, ct quem mififti Jefum Chrif- 
turn : fed ad filium, qui et ipfe verus deus eft, dicente evan- 
gelifta Johanne ; venit filius dei ct dedit nobis mentem, 
ut cognafcamus verum, ct fimus in vero filio ejus Jefu 
Chrifto. Ifte eft verus deus et vita aterna. Opera, 
vol. 4. p. 219. 

t Ut haec fit fententia^ te, ct quem mififti Jefam Chrif- 
tum, cognofcant unum verum deum. Epift. 174. Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 785. 

;|; To 7^, 8 iumlai o wog 'Sfomv of* eaulu v3sy, hk a^^evtiav aJl^ 
nakrofti^ a»A ;^ fMsyipiif fufinv^ o% ptvsm^sjilo; eft tb ivavliw ri ra 

Vol. II. Ff wlfi 



434 Arguments for f be . Book II. 

It was objcdlcd to the divinity of Chrift, 
that he prayed to the Father^ as one who was 
dependent upon him. The general anfwer 
to this objection is thus exprefTed by Da- 
mafcenuSy ** Chrift being perfonally united 
" to God, has no need of that afcent of the 
** mind to God in which prayer confifts • 
** but having taken human nature upon 
" him, he fhewed us a pattern of what was 
•* proper for us to do*.'* ** The glory that 
** Chrift prayed for,*' fays Hilary, •' was 
** not for the word, but for the flefhf /' 
** But Ruffinus fays, '* Chrift was praying 

l^iov (TfikfiiofAXvog 3b|ais thIo ef>j. Ep. lib. 3. p. 387. 

* Oratio eft mentis ad deum afcenfus.: aut eorum a 
deo poftulatio, quje poftulare convenit. Qui ergo fic- 
bat, ut dominus in Lazari fufcitatione, ac paffionis tem- 
pore, {ireces adhiberet ? Neque enim fanfta ipfius mens 
afccnfione ad deum opus habcbat, quippe quse femel deo 
perfonaliter unita eflet : nee rurfus ei opus erat, ut quic- 
quam a deo poftularet. Unus enim Chriftus eft. . Nimi- 
rum igitur id caufse erat, quod perfonam noftram fibi ad 
fcifgerct, atque id quod noftrum erat, in feipfo exprimeret, 
fcque exemplar nobis prasberet, nofque a deo poftulare, 
mentefque ad eum erigere doceret. Orthod. Fid. lib. 3. 
cap. 23. p. 426. 

f Gloria enim omnis non verbo, fed carni acquireba- 
tur. Lib. 5. p; 211. 

'*for 
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'' for his body the church, when he fitid, 
•* My <joJ, my Go J, why bajl tbouforfaken 
•' me V 

Our Saviour exprefsly fays that his Fa- 
ther was greater than he. But this was ge- 
nerally explained by faying, that he referred 
to his human nature only. This is the re- 
ply of Athanalius, who fays, that ^' being 
*' the logos of the Father, he was at the fame 
^* time equal to himf.** But Epiphanius 
intimates that our Saviour fatd this as a 
mere compliment to the Father, fuch as be- 
came a fon to make X. In the Ancoratus, 
he fays, it was to prove thatChrift was the 
genuine fon of the Father ||. 

What Paul fays concerning the fuhjec-^ 
Uon of Cbrift to the Father^ who put all things 

• Sufceplt mortem pio nobis, ct no* fecit corpus Aium, 
pro quo out aJ pjitrcuiy cum dicit, deus dcus meut, re- 
Iptcc io mc, qu^c me dcrcliquiAi ? la Pf. xxi, Op«ni» 
vol, «. p 45. 

+ K« A Jirjrii wAp 1*^ mtfx\aiiMt liit^m in trt» m «l 
h^n ytymf fUi(m eu^ >tyu rev wcOt^ . Krrof 3c «r tv mJifog^ 
uoi aJk trw. Dc Huraana Naiura, Openiy vol. i. p. 597, 

tTm -rof iWftnt iofmCtPf iStov meikfa eoo^ tw rmm mm. 
H«rr. 62. Opcrjf vol. 1. p. 516* 

XlIu Tm meisVa. Ancoratus, Opcra^ vol. t. p. 13. 

F f 2 under 
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under his feet (i Cor. xv, 24.) was made an 
objeftion to the trinitarians, as implying 
that Chrift was certainly inferior to the 
Father, and that his kingdom was to. have 
an end. " Very many/' fays Hilary, *' think 
*< that when all things are fubjeded to 
^' him, Chrift will be fubjed to God ; that 
*< on account of this fubjedtion he is not 
** God V Of this difficulty many folu- 
tions were propofed, and fome of them 
curious enough. 

Chryfoftom fays, that *' when Paul fpakc 
** of , the fubjedtion of the Son to the Fa- 
" ther, he was afraid left fome unreafonahle 
** perfons fliould imagine either that the 
*^ Son was greater than the Father, or that 
*^ there was another unbegotten principle 
** (^x*j)+/' Damiani fays, that ** to deli- 
** ver up the kingdom to God even the Fa^ 
** ther, means bringing men to contemp- 

♦ Plerique enim ita volunt, ut aut clum fubjeftis omni- 
bus deo fubjicitur, per conditionem fubjedionis deus non 
fit. De Trinitate, lib. 11. p. 282. 

fjui{m uvcu T8 TTotl^^os wo^, u ilefa tij afx^ aymnh$. In i Cor. 
15. Opera, vol. 9. p. 680. 

*' late 
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*' late the Father*/' Gregory Nyflen fays; 
,that <' the fubjeftion of Chrift to the Fa^ 
*^ ther, mean^ the fubjedion of the body 
*' of Chrift, which is his chUrthH-." He 
afterwards fays, ^' his body is all human 
** nature, with which he is mixed J/' This 
laft idea will receive fome illuftration from 
what I have obferved with fefped to the 
fuppofed ufe of the incarnation of the logos. 
However, it was the general opinion of 
the Fathers, that Chrift will not ceafe to 
reign when all things fhall bfe put Uhder 
him. Eufebius fays, ** Chrift does not 
** ceafe to reign when he delivers the king- 
^' dom to God the Father (]•'* J^rdm fays, 
'^ Chrift will rather begin than ceaffe to 
** reign*, when his enemies ftiall be put un- 

* Cum tradere regnunrt dco patri nihil aJiud fit jiixta 
(bbrium intelle&um, nifi pcrducere crcdente§ ad contem- 
plandam fpeciem dei pattis • Epift. Bib. Pat. App. p. 485. 

vTcoiayn^ ts avaHettfOiXsvH irf Of to liicv vafiotf ottz^ ztiv tj enxMo'ta^ 
In I Cor. XV, 28. Opera, vol. i. p. 847. 

% Xafjuz ie avlttj xal^os; ti^oA moy^^xki;^ 'ESacrot ft av^fmnwi ^v- 

^1^ u Kolsfjux^* Ibid. p. 849. 

II 'Bao'i><£vo)v h rols viog t» Sczf, th; vtt avlu 0xa'i>.si;fji£vn^ 'srav* 

X»f wy ai/V . Ec. Theol. lib. 3. cap, 16. p. 187. « 

Ff3 "der 
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'* dcr his feet */' meaning, probably, that 
all obflacles would then be removed, and 
that he would reign in peaqe \ and in this^ 
many of the moderns concur with him. 

The orthodox were not a little cmbar- 
raflcd with Chrift's faying, that places at 
his right hand and at his left, were not his 
to give, but that they would be beftowed as 
his Father pleafed. Bafil of Seieucia fays, 
*^ this is to be underflood as if he had faid, 
*< you are not worthy to receive it, fhew me 
♦^ your deferts, and then I will fhew my 
•' power "f*/* To the fame purpofe, Cyril 
of Alexandria fays, that " thofe places were 
** not to be given at all, but were to be the 
** reward of merit J/' 



* Num quid tamdiu regnaturus eft domiiius, donee in- 
cipiant efTe inixnici fub pedibus ejus ; et poftquam illi fub 
pedibus fuerint, regnare defiftet, cum utique tunc magis 
regnare incipiet, cum inimici csperint efle fub pedibus. 
Ad. Helvid. Opera, vol. %. p. 31 !• 

Qamhi o^iot^i a m^TH ii^ovlo^ t^aaiag /aovov to ia^ . xafisilav oS- 
Xov dfovo^, 8 fiXolifJuag to x^^^M^ • ex Holof^afAalm ^^ovo^^ at 
f| cuhfitu^ VI iboig . ie^w fMi tyiv arp a^iavy ^ P?iS7r£ t#,v Sfjajv £{s* 
mav. Or. 24- Opera,, p. 135. 

X Non eft meum dare : non enim certandi munera fie 
Diihi propofita funt ut velim petentibus dare quibufcunqucj^ 

« fed 
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After this fair exhibition of the doOrine 
of the trinity from the writers of the 
age in which it was advanced ; having feen 
the abfurdity of the principles from which 
it originated, and the ftill greater abfurdities 
into which it was afterwards carried i and 
alfo after feeing the wretched illuftrations, 
and miferable defences that were made of it, 
can we wonder at its being fometimes treat- 
ed with ridicule, and fometimes regarded 
with abhorrence^ by the unitarians of that 
age ; or that it (hould have cxpofcd chrif- 
tianity to the derifion of unbelievers, not- 
withftandtng it was originally calculated to 
gain over the more philofophical part of 
theo). The orthodox made heavy com* 
plaints on this fubjed, of which feveral 
fpecimens have been given already. They 
particularly fay, that they did not know 
how to fpeak of Chrift without giving an 
advantage to fome or other of their ad- 
verfaries. *• If Chrift," fays Jerom, •* be 
" called a man, Ebion and Photinus tako' 

leJ tUit Ibliun qui certaodo fupcrabtint. Tbdauntt, lib. 
ID. cap. 5. Open, vol. >• p* 300. 

Ff4 the 
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** the advantage ; if he be called a god, 
*^ Manes and Marcion -j-." 

«' With rcfpedt to the divinity of Chrift/' 
iays Photius, ** to acknowledge three cf- 
'^ fences is polytheifm, and confequently 
^/ atheifm, and to afiert one hyjpoftafis, is 
** Judaifm and Sabellianifm. And with 
'* rcfpcA to his humanity^ to fay there it 
^> one nature and one bypoflafis, is Mani- 
** clixifm, and to fay that there arc two 
** natures and two hypoftafcs, is Fauli- 

^' anifrnt^*^ 

• • • 

The orthodox were charged with hold- 
ing di£r«ent opinions concerning the tri« 
nity, and a great variety of fuch opinions 
have been exhibited.- Gregory Nazianzen 
denies this, and fays, that '^ the difference in 
'^ other things, which he allows, was not fo 

^ Si Chriftum &teatur homtnem, Ebion, Fotuius que 
(ubrepunt; fi deum efle contenderic : Maniclueus et Mar- 
don. Iti Oal. cap. I. Opera, vol. 6. p. 120. 

mIu 3^ smrn; ouuvofuagi ro re /lutv pvan fgomf t^ iucc9 vroraav 

hmrw «^ fu^qxftfw* Epift. p. 95, 

*^ great 
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* 

*^ great as their adverfarles pretended, that 
** they were in part compofed^ and would be 
** entirely fo.*/' They were, however, 
no farther compofcd than the authority pf 
councils^ and that of the civil powers, wer6 
able to do it ; and this propjbecy concerning 
the total ceffation of thofe differences has 
never been fulfilled, nor is there any pn>- 
fpefl: that It ever will. 

From the very beginning it has been 
feen that the orthodox were charged -with 
making more gods than one. This appears 
by the apologies which all the orthodox 
writers make on this fubjed:. Among 
others, fee Novatian*!*. And this com- 

♦ Ov yap Vipi Sco1»?of hrj^Ex^f^n A>^ wef evlaitag nyem^a' 
fitida^ ^y vx^^aof in rm cunSuuv t?\s^Bcu (AoOMf nfiuptaSiSnirotfisif^ 
mUb iw cwou^wav $eov, n tuv rsfmffav • eJs to 'sveufjia fMvov aito mg 
Bttxy]; afftec^^ Eiie tov uiov nspo^ ru 'oveufjLaltj mu fAtav fMi^aVy v rag 

fr\fjuxla, — Am* v^Bf fiev BboVos, (rufAffovufASV r$ jy av^QauvofiEv^ 

a^ofjuxi. Ta iJi£it av nf/isTt^ Hfusii a lyjuv avroig jy iuxXE?^utuBa kJ 
iia!^iMrof4£9a, Eyw Tn; eipmg syfurngy o fjux^og Tjf lotnsns 'srpay" 
liarog. Or. 13. Opera, p. 207. 

+ Et imprimis illud retorquendum in iftos qui duorum' 
nobis deorum controvcrfiam fecere praefumilnt. Cap. 30. 
p. 118. 

4 , plaint 



442 Arguments for the Book II. 

plaint continued till the lateft periods, and 
appears not to have been Icfs after the 
council of Nice than before. Bafil fays, 
** We arc ace u fed of blafphemy againft 
*^ God *.'' There is extent, a whole trafl: 
of' Bafirs againft thofe who calumniated 
the orthodox, on account of their wor- 
(bipping three Gods -f*. 

Gregory Nyflen complains, that he and 
his friends were '^ accufed of preaching 
** three Gods, that this accufation was 
•* founded in the ears of the multitude, 
•* and made to appear very plaufible to 
"them J/' * . 

In a Commentary on the book of Job, 
publiflied among the works of Origen, but 
written probably by fomc Arian, we have 
heavy complaints of the trinitarian doc- 
trine, palled the herefy of three Gods, as a. 

* 'EyKoXntJLB.^sL yof *tw «f ^sw fi^ccfffYifMov, Epift. 79. Ope- 
ra, vol. 3. p. 140. 

f Om. 28. Opera, vol, i. p. 534. 

J Tf £t^ Swf la^ta^euBa^M wof v]fjm ailiajylai^ kJ ms^inftso'i rag 

'^Oifoviai, P? Trinit^te, vol Z p* 439- 

type 
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type of which the devil made three horns, 
or three bands, to plunder Job. It has, he 
fays, filled the whole world, as with dark* 
nefs *. 

The writer of the Homilies on Matthew, 
falfcly afcribed to Cbryfoflom, frequently- 
inveighs againfl: the do^lrine of the trinity ; 
fpeaking of it as the herefy foretold by 
Chrift to ovcrfpread the world, under the 
emblem of ^r/i}rj and thorns i and alluding 
* to the word tribulus^ he calls it the triangular 
berefy\. 

* Tru comua fccic dialxdut in typum atque figuram 
trionymse icdx, triumque deorum hxrcfis, que univcrfum 
orbcm terrae in roodum tenebrarum rcplcvit, quae pacrcm 
ct filium ct fpiritum fan£)uin aliqtjando trcs colit^ oonnun^ 
quam unum adorau quemadmodum Gnecorum lir.gua 
ntcmoratur: triada vel homoufion. Ifhim ergo tiinitatts 
fcdain et bsrrcftin atque in fidclitatcm jjoi olim de longe 
dcfignans vcrfutifBmus ille diabolus trta cornua mifit ad 
Job deprxdandum, fie namque ctiaui nunc memorau cruK 
nyma hxrcfis, pncfcrtim przdatur atque cxpugnat ccdc- 
fiam. Lib. i. vol. i p. 393. 

t £c verum eft quidcm, quia fptnas et tributes omn«s 
iniquos hsrreticos appcllavit : tamcn forfitin fcicns domt* 
nus banc hxrefim cflc praevJituram prae omnibus tribulo* 
cot appclbvir, quafi trinitatis profcflfores, et criangulani 
impictAtcm in fua perfidta bajulantes. Horn. 19. p. 84.2. 

Nor 
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Nor wtffc the heathens lefs backward 
than the chriftians to opbraid the orthodox 
Fathers with their own polytheifm, while 
they pretended to reclaim them from theirs. 
The heathens, according to Chryfoftom, 
vrould fay to them, ** Who is this Father, 
•' who is this Son, or this Holy 'Spirit? 
'* Do not you make three Gods, while you 
*' accufe us of polytheifm * ?** 

In ridicule of the chriftian doftrine of 
the trinity, one of the fpeakers in Lucian's 
Pbilopatris^ bidding the other to fwear ** by 
" the Supreme God, by the Son of the Fa- 
*' ther, and by the Spirit proceeding frogi 
** the Father, one out of three, and three 
** out of one, and to confider it as being Ju- 
" piter ;" the other anfwers, *' You make 
** me have recourfe to nufaieration, and give 
*< me an arithmetical oath — I know not 
'•what you fay, one three, znd three one\J^ 

Tt$ 3ff TO wfeujAac to aytcv ; u ^o)^ J^ vfms rpfij y^ovles Soj i^jLOf 
tynauh 'mo'Kukiaa, In John i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 91. 

t Koi Tiya £7rofAO<fbifjuzi ye ; Tf* . tf^/i^ovla^eov^ fityczv, a/j£folo9^ 
nfovtavaf vicv 'aroJ^oj , ^vsv^xa fx 'mcil^g iKWo^evofABvov^ ev m rpw, 3^ 
f| mg r^ia raJla vofMd, Zmat tov^ nyis Sfcy. Kf< . a^iB/jtstw [41 
JJoj^Kj, ^ Of X05 n a^iQ . fn^acn . ^ yof a(i9fjt^i$ ag Nixo/«axo$ ys- 
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Julian, who had himfelf b6en educated 
a chriftian, and was acquainted with the 
fcriptures, charges the orthodox with grofsly 
mifreprefeating. them, in order to make out 
their favourite doftrine of the divinity of 
Chrift, To fhew in what light he con- 
fidered their condud:, I fhall quote feve- 
ral ' paflages from his writings. " Mofes,^* 
he fays, *^ taught one only God,' and faid, 
** that he had many fons, to .whom the 
** countries were diftributcd ; but no only . 
** begotten Son, no God the logos, fuch as 
** you afterwards falfely fubftituted. This he 
** neither knew from the firft, nor taught*." 
** If he would have no one to be worfhipped, 
•* why do yqu worfhip his Son, and one 
*' whom he never confidered as his proper 
" Son, as I can eafily fhow ; but you, I do 
•* not know how, have obtruded him-f-." 

fa(nfioi . 8x oiidL ya^ rt Xcycij, » rf w, r^tx sy. Opera, vol. a» 
p. 998* 

f/i£m Ta rf»l ' 'SfMmav Sk wot,u heov >^ov, tjIi tov cap u/a6>v unfm 
-ifiyiag awleBeiloJif ^, 876 niei tto[[ af%>jv, St ^liaaiis favs^g, Cy- 
ril contra Jul. Julian!, lib. 8. Opera, vol. 2. p. 290. 

mley jc; ov meivog <3iov iHe mfMasv^ aO rryiiaaTo 'ffotTrolB} ^ 3a|» yc 
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He reproaches the chrif^ians with calling 
Jefus the logos of God ♦. Speaking to them 
he fays, ** you are fb unfortunate as not to 
*^ abide by what was taught by the apoftles, 
f* biit have added things that are worfe, 
** and more impious to thofe that were 
** held before. For neither Paul, nor Mat- 
•* thew, nor Luke, nor Mark, dared to 
«* call Jefus God, but only that good man 

•* Johnt-" 

He tells them that the doctrine of the 
divinity of Chrift is not to be found in the 
Old Tcftament. Speaking of the prophecy 
of Ifaiah, ch. vii. 4, &c. he fays, •* he docs 
*« not fay that a virgin fliall bring forth a 
«* god, but you always call Mary thq mo- 

T2{7o ^16^ . vyist^ ik, Hx oiV o6ev<i wrcGhiHav aJia m^iBSz* Ibid, 
lib. 5. vcl. 2. p. 159. 

* YLca tSuv fjtsv Tav ^uv liSiva trpoawmtv ro>^fislk * qv ie nit oi 
vfABi$ tile 01 'SJAis^f; vfiuy ta^ouiourtv laa-av cisc^s Xf^ou $sov >07cy 
ma^X^iV, Epift. 51. Opera, vol. I. p. 434. 

-}- Ouloi $£ ere ^yrvxj^^y 6>rf not toiq imo tuv uTrordM^ ufuv vopc^- 
^iousnoig vcfAS/jLmiHcSt^ t^ raula h mi ro x^^fov k^ ha'e^snfov . vtto 
TWf tmyivofASVQJV ff cifjraw^u . tov yw IiiIjkv tSe Tlw/\o^ (ia^^r^tv tvjttw 

IroXta/IiSaiy 'sro^Ecov vtto toaJki rm votn. Cyril contra Jul. lib; 
xo. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p. 327. 

'' ther 
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*' ther of God. Where does he fay that 
** he who fhall be born of a virgin, (hall 
*' be the only begotten fon of God, the 
^' firft born of all creation ? As to what is 
** faid by John, all things were made by him ^ 
** and without him was not any thing made 
** that was made^ can any perfon ihew this 
** in the prophets, ? But attend to what I 
** can fhew out of them. O Lord God 
** poflefs us, we know no other beiides 
** thee. King Hezekiah is reprefented by 
" them as praying,. O Lord God of Ifrael, 
** who fittcft upon the cherubim, thou 
*' art God alone. He leaves no room for 
*« any other*." 

From this paflage it is evident that Ju- 
lian underftood the fcriptures much better 
than the orthodox Fathers. But he was 

♦ Mil?* $MV (pyvTW ex tw^ 'srapOwa TexCr.a-eff^au ; '^^sclokcv 3k vfjLSi^ 

« ^ausff^E Ma^iav ko^b;. ij /joj 'zets ^r}<ri rov bk mg "Ssop^bvh ysv- 

vtofASVOV WW $£8 fxovoyevn >i 'SfpoSlolowv 'maaytg xlia-ea^ ; a>^a ro Xeyo- 

fjLsvov UTTO laawa • ^avla 3i au% eymlo, J^ x^^^i olvIts eyevslo ah bv^ 

f%« Tii Bv ratf tspo^ouu^ ^b^m f>mu^; a & Yifisi; hutvipev, e| 

aulMf BMBivav zkn; axatle^ Kv^ib o ^eo; nfjuav fhtrcu n/jux^, exloq <n 

o^Xov UK oiS^otfABV . ^BTToirilai 3g 'map avlm ^ Ef e^^ o Paa-i^u^ 

ivxofABVog . Ki/fif $to$ IcTfcnjX, o Ma6y)/iBi/og btti rm x^fs^VS cry et 

$s(V f^^nfog . /Jttjii Tfli huJBfa hcScc^ttsi x^^^^* Cyril contra 

Julianum, lib. 8. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p. 262. 

acquainted 
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acquainted with Photinus, and therefore, 
muft have known that all the chriftians 
were not fuch abfurd interpreters of the 
fcriptureSy or fuch favourers of polytheifm. 
But the public reproaches of chriftianiry, 
muft always fall on the moft con/picuous pro-. 
fe0brs of it, and thofe who, in confe- 
quence of having the countenance of go- 
vernment, will always be the moft nu- 
merous. And while the abfurd polytheifm, 
the rife and progrefs of which I have de- 
fcribed, had this great advantage, it fet at 
equal defiance the indignation of the op- 
prefled unitarians, and the fneeris of the un- 
believing heathens. 

After what has been exhibited in this 
work, we cannot wonder at the complaint 
of Ruffinus, who fays, *' the Pagans are 
«* wont to objed to us that our religion, 
«« being deficient in reafon, confifts in the 
*' mere force of believing*." 

Having given fo much attention to the 
dodlrine of the trinity; having traced it 
from its rife ; having followed it through 

♦ Pagani nobis objicere folcnt quod religio noftra, quia 
rationibus deficit, in foia credendi perfuafione, conCflat. 
In Symbol, p. 171. 

all 
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all its variations, and Teen what its original 
advocates were able to fay in its defence, 
I (hall in the next place invite my reader 
to give the fame impartial attention to the 
hiftory of the ancient unitarians. This, 
however, will be attended with the melan- 
choly refledtion, that while the greatefl: and 
moft alarming of all errors kept taking 
deeper root, and flouri(hed under the pro- 
tedion of the wifdom and power of the 
world, the fimple truth of the gofpel was 
almoft confined to the unlearned, who were 
firft defpifed, and then cruelly perfecuted, 
till, in the age of ignorance, barbarity, and 
antichriftian tyranny, that overfpread the 
chriftian world, it was nearly exterminated. 
A vigorous f^, however, remained alive^ 
the Jcriptures which taught that doftrine 
were not loft, and in more favourable cir- 
cumftances (prepoflefled as the minds of 
men were in favour of extraneous dodhines) 
they came to be better onderftood; and 
then the firft, the greateft, and the cleareft 
of all religious truths began to be per- 
ceived. Its advocates are now increafing 
VojL. II. G g every 



